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ABSTRACT 
MULTIPLE CONTEXTS: TAPPING THE WRITING ABILITIES OF 
INNERCITY WRITERS 
MAY 1988 
JO-ANNE ROUILLARD WILSON, B.S., AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL 
COLLEGE 
M.A., AMERICAN INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by Professor Judith Solsken 
This study analyzes the processes and responses of 
innercity first-grade writers. Based on a number of 
previous studies (Dyson, 1984; Bonin, 1985; Milz, 1985; 
Hall, 1935; Cambourne et al., 1984; Harste, Woodward, 
and Burke, 1984; Wilson, 1986, it was hypothesized that 
participants would show variations in their responses 
when writing tasks were framed in three 
different ways. 
The participants in the study were 50 first-grade 
students in integrated urban schools in a large city 
in Western Massachusetts. Black, white, and Hispanic 
students were included in the study. Each child was 
screened individually for approximately 45 minutes. 
The children were asked to do three tasks. The 
first task required the child to write anything he/she 
would like to write. The second task required the 
child to write any known text that the writer "held m 
head" or knew "by heart". The third task required the 
VI 
child to write a personal narrative. 
Results of this study are summarized within the 
following categories: writers' processes, writers' 
products, the performance of process and nonprocess 
writers, and the performance of black, white and 
Hispanic writers. In several cases children who 
initially demonstrated a limited ability or willingness 
to write language down produced a different kind of 
response when writing within a different context. 
Children, especially minority writers who initially 
produced only a few words, wrote lengthy texts once 
they were able to tap into a memorized text and write 
without the constraints of conventional spelling, 
capitalization, or punctuation. Participants from 
writing-process classrooms consistently took risks to 
produce written texts, and nonprocess writers did the 
same once they were confident that the researcher 
encouraged functional spelling and attempts at text 
production. 
The study is significant because it demonstrates 
how to extend the contexts within which children are 
traditionally requested to write in school and tap 
written-language abilities that would generally not be 
revealed in a classroom setting. The study draws 
implications for both assessment and instruction of 
Vll 
innercity learners and confirms that once language 
knowledge has been revealed, the gap between the 
"language of school" and the "language of the child" 
can be bridged. 
vm 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Within the last decade, researchers have been 
focusing upon the importance of the child's develop¬ 
mental history of written language as a basis for early 
language instruction. As Vygotsky states, until this 
time, psychology had conceived of writing as a compli¬ 
cated motor skill and had paid remarkably little 
attention to the question of the acquisition of written 
language as such; that is a particular system of 
symbols and signs whose mastery heralds a turning point 
in the cultural development of the child. Vygotsky 
believed that the mastery, or acquisition, of such a 
complex sign system cannot be accomplished in a purely 
mechanical and external manner; rather, it is the 
culmination of a long process of development of complex 
behavioral functions in the child (Vygotsky, 1978). As 
recently as 1978, researcher Emilia Ferreiro stated: 
Children who start their formal instruction 
in language do not start from zero; in this 
as in other fields they have already 
constructed a certain knowledge, about which 
we know little so far. (1978 , p. 26) . 
1 
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Researchers have begun to uncover the knowledge 
that children have about written language before they 
begin formal instruction. Researchers have found that 
since ours is a print-filled society, children by the 
age of three demonstrate a personal as well as a social 
history of literacy (Harste, Woodward, and Burke, 
1984). Prior to coming to school, children are devel¬ 
oping an understanding of the workings and purposes of 
the social process of written language. Young children 
are discovering that symbols represent messages. They 
explore the ways in which messages are generated from a 
finite group of symbols and how written messages are 
organized on the page. Children assume that symbols 
are intentional and use them as demonstrations to 
produce texts that are appropriate within specific 
contexts. Bissex (1985) verified the theory that 
children spend several years learning about print 
before first grade and that the start of schooling 
marks only the beginning of formal instruction in 
writing, not the beginning of the child's learning 
about written language. Dyson (1984) found that 
children appear to learn in a holistic, rather than a 
linear, manner about written-language's purposes, 
processes, and graphic details (Hiebert, 1981), 
although all children may not attend equally to all 
aspects. Research psychologist Howard Gardner has 
studied the significance of children's drawings and has 
3 
chronicled the evolution of art in the young child. 
Gardner (1980) has drawn connections between the 
development of drawing and the development of written 
language. In a recently completed six-year project, 
Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) studied the cogni¬ 
tive processes involved in learning to read and write 
among three-, four-, five-, and six-year-olds. Harste, 
Woodward, and Burke believe that "one must approach all 
children as if they know quite a bit about reading and 
writing regardless of the circumstances of their birth." 
(1984, p. 44) 
Dillion and Searle (1981) questioned the widely 
held assumption that children succeed or fail in school 
in large part because of their ability or lack of 
ability in language. Ability may not be the real issue 
here. The issues may be the degree and quality of the 
knowledge of written language that the child brings 
with him into the first-grade classroom, based upon his 
previous experiences with written language and the 
teacher's ability to recognize, interpret, and build 
upon this knowledge. It seems that the limited code 
required in schools may fail to recognize differences 
that stem from the child's early experiences with 
written language. Some young learners may not yet have 
internalized the alphabetic context of language and may 
not understand tasks that require them to construct 
letters, words, and sentences. However, all children 
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possess knowledge of written language. As Harste, 
Woodward, and Burke (1984) state, by the start of first 
grade the surface texts which children create include a 
wide variety of organizational structures which clearly 
signify their genre to literate adult members of the 
child's interpretive community. Adults often fail to 
acknowledge these texts because not all of the struc¬ 
tures may appear in conventional form, but it is most 
important that teachers of young children are able to 
interpret and help students build upon them. 
Research that has taken place over the last decade 
also includes discoveries by teachers and researchers 
who have found ways to continue this evolution of 
emergent literacy within the classroom. They have made 
classrooms into places where children can continue to 
make language-learning their own. These classrooms 
look, sound, and operate differently than traditional 
classrooms. Donald Graves (1983) has done extensive 
research in such classrooms in rural New Hampshire. He 
has documented the understandings of young writers and 
has developed strategies for instruction based upon 
those understandings. 
The New Hampshire studies have centered on homo¬ 
geneous populations of children from rural areas. Yet 
Emilia Ferreiro (1982) states that for urban Argentin¬ 
ian children, for example, written language is as much 
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a part of the environment as are other cultural ob¬ 
jects, and it is difficult to imagine that they wait 
until they go to elementary school to begin to wonder 
about the nature, value, and function of a particular 
object. All children in all environments develop ideas 
about written language, although these ideas may not 
correspond to the kind of notions that an adult would 
assume. 
In my work as a doctoral student, I have been 
attempting to discover if children's early literacy 
experiences provide a successful basis for written- 
language learning in an integrated urban school. 
During the 1985-1986 school year, I completed a pilot 
study with five first-graders in an integrated urban 
school in a large city in Western Massachusetts. The 
purpose of the study was to determine if these inner- 
city children displayed in their writings patterns of 
literacy behaviors described by Harste, Woodward, and 
Burke (1984) and other researchers. Using the children 
as informants, I sought to determine the intention- 
ality, organizational patterns, risk-taking, contexts, 
social interactions, and the demonstrations they 
utilized as they generated their texts. 
Each child had a journal in which he/she wrote 
each day. The class was designed as a writing-process 
classroom, where children were free to choose writing 
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instruments, topic, and genre. I read to the group on 
a daily basis, but other than this I did not do a great 
deal of modeling or demonstrating of contexts for 
writing. I found that all five of the children showed 
evidence of all of the patterns of literacy, but 
generally much of their writing seemed to be similar to 
that described as being characteristic of younger 
children. I felt that the products, although consis¬ 
tent with the descriptions in the research, were 
limited. The children frequently labeled pictures and 
generally preferred drawing to writing. Many of the 
drawings were geometric shapes of the type described as 
being done by preschoolers by Gardner (1980). These 
were not yet developed into scenes. Initially, I felt 
that these products might have been simply the result 
of the children's limited experiences with the task of 
writing. In reviewing the screening task for the pilot 
study, however, I came to realize that there were 
variations within each child's responses to my initial 
requests for them to write. 
During the pilot study, I may have been limiting 
the children's responses by failing to demonstrate and 
frame specific contexts for them. I recognized that my 
participants had knowledge of written language. I was 
learning to interpret that knowledge, but I may not 
have tapped their understandings to the fullest extent. 
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I also may not have provided them with opportunities to 
expand and build upon their knowledge. My dissertation 
was designed as a direct result of my 1985 pilot study. 
I wanted to see if I could tap a broader range of 
knowledge of language by eliciting three different 
types of products from the participants. 
Purpose of the Study 
This study analyzes the processes and responses of 
innercity first-grade writers when requested to write 
within three different contexts: writing anything of 
their choice that they could write or pretend to write, 
writing a known text (i.e. a story, poem, song, rhyme, 
or jingle or part thereof that the writer has memorized 
or holds "in head"), and writing a story about them¬ 
selves (personal narrative). Based on a number of 
previous studies (Dyson, 1984; Bonin, 1982; Milz, 1985; 
Hall, 1985; Cambourne et al., 1984; Harste, Woodward, 
and Burke, 1984; Wilson, 1986), it was hypothesized 
that the participants would show variations in their 
responses when the writing task was framed in three 
different ways. I attempted to discover whether 
requesting writers to produce texts in different 
contexts revealed different understandings that the 
writer had of written language. Three primary 
questions were addressed in this study. 
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Question I 
Question I is a two-part question because it 
necessitated an analysis of both the writers' processes 
and the products. 
la. What processes do innercity first-graders 
follow in formulating responses to writing tasks that 
are framed within three different contexts? 
lb. How do the products differ in organization, 
genre, spelling and length? 
Question II 
Do the responses of first-graders who are members 
of writing-process classrooms differ from those who are 
not? If so, in what ways? 
Question III 
What are the variations in responses among the 
groups of children in the study: black, white, and 
Hispanic? Do children whose first language is a 
language other than English show a different pattern of 
variations than native English speakers? If so, what 
are the variations? 
Significance of the Study 
Studies that dominate the literature of the 
writing processes and instruction of young learners 
9 
have centered around learners from predominantly white 
rural schools. Graves (1983) , Blackburn (1982) , 
Giacobbe (1982) , and Matthews (1982) all studied the 
processes of learners in small towns in New Hampshire. 
While these studies revealed the understandings of 
language of these students and indicated implications 
for their instruction, educators of students in urban 
settings are left wondering if their students also have 
understandings of written language that can be used as 
a basis for instruction. Edelsky (1986) found that 
supposedly language-deprived, Hispanic bilingual 
students had language strengths. In 1984 Harste, 
Woodward and Burke published their findings from a 
seven-year study of the literacy behaviors of three-, 
four-, and five-year-olds. They included innercity 
minority youngsters in their study and found that by 
the age of three all children have histories of liter¬ 
acy. They stated that all children must be approached 
as if they understand a great deal about written 
language, regardless of the circumstances of their 
birth. In her case study of the writing behaviors of a 
black kindergarten child in Georgia, Dyson (1984) 
revealed the gap between the understandings of the 
child and the expectations of the teacher, adding 
evidence that teachers need to understand what 
children know about language and then build upon that 
knowledge. 
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This study links the knowledge gained in other 
studies to the knowledge of the children in urban 
classrooms. There has been little research to document 
the understandings of written language of large numbers 
of innercity students in the early years of their 
formal instruction. Studies of bilingual writers in 
the United States have not compared their writings to 
those of monolingual speakers of English from within 
their own city. This study compares the responses of 
the black, white and Hispanic participants from within 
the same city and compares the responses of native 
English speakers to those of children whose first 
language is a language other than English. This study 
attempts to uncover the literacy knowledge of 50 
innercity first-graders within three different con¬ 
texts . 
The results of this study have implications for 
the assessment and instruction of innercity students 
from their earliest years of schooling. It considers 
ways in which teachers and diagnosticians can tap this 
knowledge of written language that may not ordinarily 
be revealed within the first-grade classroom. Adjust¬ 
ments can then be made in the program of instruction, 
building upon what children know rather than what 
adults assume that they know. Since these adjustments 
can be made at an early age, the entire course of a 
child's schooling can change. 
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
The review of the literature for this dissertation 
covers three main areas of relevance to the focus of 
this study: a broad view of the literature on the 
evolution of writing in young children, specific 
studies on the influence of context on children's 
and specific studies about the writing of 
minority students. 
The Evolution of Writing in the Young Child 
Adults frequently view children's early writing as 
erroneous, disorganized, or lacking meaning. Re¬ 
searchers have found that children do indeed assign 
meaning and employ organizational strategies for nearly 
all of their writing--even markings that adults might 
regard as "scribbles." Therefore, the writings of 
young children must be viewed by adults as approxi¬ 
mations of the genre of the adults in a community. In 
this section of the review of the literature, I will 
describe the intentionality which is present in 
children's writing, the organizational strategies that 
young children employ in their writing, and the 
risk-taking and demonstrations necessary for writers to 
generate new texts. It is important to my study to 
11 
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review the literature on intentionality and organi¬ 
zation, risk-taking, and demonstrations because, 
although in my study I framed the contexts for the 
writing tasks, organizational and semantic decisions 
were made by the children. Understanding the 
developmental background of those decisions is 
essential to understanding and interpreting them. 
Intentionality 
Language users universally assume that written 
marks are signs which have the power of signification. 
Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) believe that the 
very fact that children engage in making marks on paper 
signifies that they have discerned this universal in 
literacy. They stress that this is true even before 
the child can report what the marks he or she has 
produced mean. They observed children who made a mark 
on a paper and then asked, "What does this say? The 
researchers believe the question itself means that the 
child is assuming that such markings have the power to 
signify meaning. This assumption of intention and the 
access to literacy it represents govern any written- 
language user's very first markings as well as his or 
her present ones. The assumption holds true for 
reading as well as writing. 
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The importance of the assumption of intentionality 
is that it is tne propelling force in literacy. It 
sets in motion cognitive search strategies, whereby the 
child can deduce significance. Intentionality plays a 
central role in all instances of literacy and governs 
every literacy discovery. It is the catalyst for what 
Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) describe as the 
child's saga of discovering meaning in written lan¬ 
guage . 
Intentionality has also been described by Clay 
(1975), who feels that the two-year-old will make marks 
on paper because of the joy he or she derives from the 
movement of the writing instrument or for the visual 
satisfaction derived from making the marks. As the 
child gets older, he or she comes to realize that the 
marks that people make on paper have meaning. Clay 
terms this "The Sign Concept." The child understands 
that a sign carries a message. This recognition occurs 
early and represents access to the fundamental struc¬ 
ture of literacy. Children at this point of devel¬ 
opment may imitate other language-users and produce 
scribble writing, linear mock writing, or mock letters. 
At some point after this, the child realizes that the 
messages that he or she speaks can be written down. 
Clay defines this as "The Message Concept. At an 
early stage, the child hopes that what he or she has 
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written down corresponds with what he or she has said, 
but he has no basis whatever for establishing this 
correspondence. 
Gardner (1980) cites evidence of intentionality in 
the drawings of young children. He states that ac¬ 
cording to the emerging consensus, a child begins 
making marks during the second year of life, at first 
enjoying the motor sensations of banging a marker on 
paper but soon coming to prize instead the contrasts 
between the dark scribbled lines and the white surface. 
Thus, the marker begins to function as a tool. Gardner 
further states: 
To be sure, in these early markings the child 
has yet to discover the full potentials of 
his behavior . . . His activity is limited 
to just what it is called—sheer scribbling. 
Yet, something of a moment has already 
occurred. For in the transition from the 
infant who is not cognizant of the product of 
his pen to the child who cares deeply whether 
a mark has been made, a crucial realization 
has come about: the awareness that, by the 
action of his own hand, he can create 
something—something that lasts, something 
that has importance for him, and (judging by 
their responses) something that has 
significance for those about him. (1980, 
p. 24) 
Organization 
In the development of written language there is 
evidence of the fundamental principle underlying all 
Children's language-learning language development: 
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moves from the simple and undifferentiated to the 
stratified and differentiated (Jakobson, 1968). Young 
children have been written-language users and learners 
long before their writing looks representational. The 
writing that precedes the alphabetic period is far from 
unstructured. It provides evidence of the child's 
efforts in the search for understanding of the laws of 
the system. Ferreiro (1982) states that children go a 
long and complicated way before discovering that 
writing is alphabetic in nature. 
One of the patterns that children construct in 
this search for understanding the laws of the system is 
organization: the way in which the writer brings order 
to the piece. Children's written-language responses 
were found by Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) to be 
organized pragmatically, semantically, syntactically, 
and graphophonemically. General organizational pat¬ 
terns are identifiable at each age level, while spe¬ 
cific organizational patterns were found to be a 
function of culture, experience, and the latest dis¬ 
coveries and interests of the language user. These 
researchers believe that the use of the word "scribble" 
is inappropriate in conjunction with children's 
writing. For what look like scribbles are not scrib¬ 
bles at all but organized and systematic reflections of 
decisions the child has made about how written language 
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and artistic systems are organized. While the surface- 
level organization of the product might look random, 
the semantic features of a child's markings at a deep 
structure level are intentional. Early literacy 
achievements are the process artifacts of real literacy 
and must be recognized as such. Each set of markings 
represents a new and different concept--a child's name, 
a dog, a picture of the child himself. 
Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) also found that 
all children by the age of three differentiate between 
writing and drawing. Some children use circles for 
writing and a linear up-and-down stroke for art; but, 
more importantly, whichever marking form they select, 
the decision is consistent, systematic, even rational. 
They state that art is often thought to develop before 
writing, but the relationship here is a reciprocal one 
which becomes mutually supportive of written-language 
literacy in the broadest sense. Gardner (1980) states 
that young children write the way it means, using space 
and distance to placehold ideas. This conceptual 
coordination of space seems an early precursor of our 
ideas of wordness and syntax. It also represents the 
early notion of abstract thought: "I'll let this mark 
represent this thought." 
Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) state that 
children's semantic decisions in responding to print 
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and creating an extended surface text show a concern 
for unity and the use of strategies common to their 
interpretive community. Their data also show that even 
three-year-old children are cognizant of the syntactic 
constraints operating in written language. The organi¬ 
zational decisions which young children make do not 
appear to be made for different reasons, nor are they 
qualitatively different form the decisions other 
successful written-language users continue to make at a 
conscious or intuitive level when involved in reading 
or writing. 
There is no order in which organizational features 
or patterns will be attended to, but rather there is a 
a simultaneous search for new, signifying structures 
and surface, text-organizational structures by which to 
code and confirm new discoveries (Harste, Woodward, and 
Burke, 1984). However, not surprisingly, as Dyson 
states, the first conventionally written letters and 
words often appear in the midst of drawn objects and, 
like those objects, they symbolize or resemble sig¬ 
nificant aspects of the environment (Dyson, 1983). The 
drawn and written graphics are not necessarily themati¬ 
cally related; each graphic may have its own integrity. 
Graves states: 
When children first write, they treat 
writing as speech. They draw to supply 
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context for the subject, run words together, 
spell words as they sound, let words run 
around the page, speak out loud as they 
write, blacken in letters, use capitals and 
exclamation points liberally (1979a, p. 15) . 
Still, this writing is not a direct representation of 
speech (Brittain, 1979). Nor is the totality of the 
writing task confined to the page. Young children 
surround their drawn and written graphics with meaning 
through the use of oral language, which serves an 
organizational function that helps direct the writing. 
Harste, Woodward and Burke feel that the presence of 
speech during writing is almost always indicative of a 
plan, either being abandoned or in operation. Drama, 
reading, and speech are also integral parts of the 
writing process. Bissex (1985) stresses: 
Knowing that writing has meaning and 
functions, understanding the alphabetic 
principle of our writing system, and 
establishing rules for representing speech 
sounds are not all a child must have 
accomplished in order to write (1985, 
p. 102) . 
Bissex also states that Clay (1975) reveals the 
many graphic and spatial principles children master as 
they emerge as writers. She defined "The Directional 
Principle" for establishing the pattern of print on a 
page. The principle states: 
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Language is written in two-dimensional 
space across a set of printer's 
conventions... For correct (conventional 
English) behavior to occur the child must 
start at the top left, move from left to 
right, and return to the left-hand position 
under the starting point, establishing a 
top-to-bottom progression. A "pattern" of 
appropriate movements is required. (1975, 
p. 64) 
Clay has also defined "The Reversing Directional 
Principle": 
It is common to find mirror writing at this 
stage. . .Frequently this occurs because the 
child has selected a starting point towards 
the right-hand edge of the page. Perhaps he 
senses that he will run off the page if he 
moves from left to right and so reverses his 
entire pattern of directional movement. 
(1975, p.65) 
Much of the early alphabetic organization of 
writing in the young child seems to evolve around the 
child's name. Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) found 
that all of the three-year-olds in their study had 
developed a marking that, to them, represented their 
name. Furthermore, they state that the organizational 
decisions that children make in writing are strongly 
influenced by the written form of their name. If the 
child's name begins with a letter that is made up of 
linear elements, such as L, the odds that the child s 
scribble writing is composed of up-and-down strokes are 
high. If the child's name starts with a letter which 
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is composed of curved elements, such as the S, the odds 
are that the child's writing is circular. In citing 
the importance of the child's name in early writing, 
Dyson (1984) cites research that states that, the first 
conventionally written words are often names (Clay, 
1977; Durkin, 1966; Stine, 1980). She further adds, 
that names are reference points in learning about 
print. Goodman (1983) says that children almost 
universally begin writing even their own names with 
capital letters. He believes that children's 
preference for capital letters is a reflection of the 
influence of signs surrounding them which also have a 
labeling function. Glenda Bissex (1980) also reported 
that one of the first things that her son, Paul, wrote 
was his name. She also observed that, although Paul 
was familiar with lower-case letters, he too wrote in 
capital letters. She attributes this to the fact that 
capital-letter forms are more distinctive than 
lower-case letters and retain their identity even when 
reversed. Brittain (1979) found that children who make 
recognizable objects in their drawings also make 
recognizable letters. 
Organization is further evidenced in invented 
spellings. Temple (1982) defines the prephonemic stage 
which occurs when a child understands that words are 
composed of letters but has not yet established 
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Isttsit/ sound 3.ssociations . Ths early—phonemic stag© 
follows when some letter/sound associations are ac¬ 
curate. Once children have grasped the alphabetic 
principle and know the names of at least some of the 
letters, they continue to invent their own systematic 
spellings—a further stage in their active search for 
the laws of our writing system. Children use their 
knowledge of speech sounds and of the alphabet, com¬ 
bined with some information requested from adults, to 
devise a spelling system. Read (1970) stresses the 
systematic nature of invented or functional spellings; 
children's judgements about how to represent sounds are 
consistent and rule-governed and amazingly uniform 
across different groups of children. Yet, this im¬ 
mature system is not fixed but is in a constant state 
of reevaluation and change, moving increasingly toward 
more complete and conventional spellings. Graves 
(1983) states that five general stages of invention can 
be noted: Stage I, when the writer represents a word 
by use of the initial consonant; Stage II, when the 
writer employs both the initial and final consonant; 
Stage III, when interior consonants are added; Stage 
IV, when the writer employs initial, final, and inte¬ 
rior consonants and a vowel placeholder (the vowel is 
incorrect but in the correct position); and Stage V, 
when the writer has the full spelling of the word with 
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final components from visual memory systems and better 
vowel discrimination. 
Clay (1975) defines "The Spaca Concept" as a part 
of children's organizational strategies. Clay states: 
When the child passes from writing single 
words to writing words in groups, some new 
problems arise. A space must be used to 
signal the end of one word and the beginning 
of another. (1975, p. 65) 
Harste, Woodward, and Burke tend to see this "chunking" 
of words more in terms of meaning than Clay or 
Ferreiro. They feel that the child who writes 
WASAPANATAEM ("Once upon a time") demonstrates that for 
her, this spelling is one conceptual unit. They 
further state that the realization that concepts can be 
divided in writing when they are not able to be divided 
in real life comes late for most children--well after 
their early markings demonstrate one-mark per one 
concept. They feel that the one-mark per concept is so 
natural that it is literally impossible to decide when 
children first develop a notion of "wordness." 
Three concepts of language development have been 
interacting simultaneously. The child has been de¬ 
fining the concept of unit and the concept of space as 
conventions, and the child has been determining appro 
priate units for written representation (Solsken, 
unpublished). It is important to note that this 
process does not take place at the same time for all 
language-learners. As noted by Graves: 
The writing process is as variable and 
unique as the individual's personality. 
(1975, p. 237) 
Risk-taking 
Another pattern that young children demonstrate in 
their writing is risk-taking. Risk-taking is the 
willingness on the part of the language-learner to set 
aside constraints and experiment with new forms of 
expression. Since language is an open-sign system, 
risk-taking is necessarily a central feature of the 
process. Without risk there can be none of the 
exploration and discovery of the generative potential 
of language. Furthermore, since access to the process 
can only be gained through involvement in the process, 
strategies which allow language-users to set aside 
constraints (either perceived or real) and which allow 
engagement on the language-user's terms are necessary 
for growth in literacy. Harste, Woodward, and Burke 
(1984) feel that the process of risk-taking is 
constrained by the language-user's personal and social 
history of literacy. They cite the example of Leslie, 
age six, who was asked to write and responded, But I 
can't spell.” When assured that the researchers were 
interested in her writing, not her spelling, she was 
able to proceed. The perception that one must spell 
correctly in order to write seems to be the biggest 
constraint which five- and six-year-old children see as 
the reason why they can't engage in the process. 
Three- and four-year-olds appear to be more aggressive 
language-learners. Harste, Woodward, and Burke further 
state that to worry about correct spelling and good 
grammar is to occupy short-term memory with surface 
text and in the process to lose "text." The most 
viable strategy is to placehold surface text no matter 
how roughly and allow for refinement to come 
via reading. 
Demonstrations 
Demonstrations are displays which show language- 
learners how something is done. They were first 
described by Frank Smith (1971). Smith states: 
The first essential constituent of learning 
is the opportunity to see what can be done 
and how. Such opportunities may be termed 
'demonstrations' because they literally show 
a potential learner 'This is how something i 
done.' The world continually provides 
demonstrations, through people and through 
their products, by acts and artifacts. 
Every act is a cluster of 
demonstrations. (p. 101) 
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He cites the example of a parent who tells a child. 
Here s your juice." The parent is demonstrating both 
the meaning of the word juice and the language with 
which it is presented. Harste, Woodward, and Burke 
(1984) stress that it is through encountering the 
demonstrations of literacy in the actions and artifacts 
of the event that language-learners come to perceive 
the organizational patterns or signifying structures 
involved in written language and what they are to make 
of them. They further add that making sense of 
demonstrations is in the self-interest of the 
language-learner, and therefore language-users of all 
ages are extremely sensitive to any demonstration which 
they perceive to be a potentially predictable sign or 
signifying structure. This means that the language- 
user is never bored with the process, no matter how 
many times he or she self-selects the opportunity to 
encounter or engage in a particular literacy event. 
Once the language-user has perceived the significance 
of one organizational feature of language, the 
language-user actively searches for unity; he or she 
orchestrates and reorchestrates these discoveries in 
terms of extant assimilative schema. 
The researchers stress that the mind is constantly 
learning and refuses to be bored by attending to what 
it already knows. Therefore, when the language-learner 
decides there is nothing new to learn, or what there is 
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to learn isn't worth the effort, his attention 
automatically shifts elsewhere. The process of 
attending to and orchestrating available demonstrations 
is never-ending. The language-user is able to 
attribute organizational patterns or invent new, 
signifying patterns. The researchers further state 
that there is no inherent sequence to the order in 
which the demonstrations involved are learned. The 
context in which the literacy learning occurs strongly 
affects the nature and direction of the literacy 
learning. Since growth can only occur in settings 
which contain or call for demonstrations for which we 
have partial assimilative schema, good language¬ 
learning settings are those in which language-users are 
only tentatively satisfied, and where they assume that 
they will be able to code, overcode, or interpret other 
organizational features in texts they read or produce. 
The search for invention and orchestration of these 
signifying structures is governed by the search for 
text and the creation of unified meaning. They also 
stress that because of the human mind's penchant for 
cognitively setting aside the old while focusing on the 
new, signifying structures previously understood may 
disappear when not functionally the focus of attention. 
But they will reappear in surface texts when 
language-users have continued opportunities to engage 
and reengage in the event. 
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This section of the review of the literature 
describes the evolution of the acquisition of written 
language. This evolution begins with the child's 
assumption that his markings have meaning. The 
evolution continues as the child continues to derive 
organizational strategies for producing meaning from 
demonstrations of print that surround him and as he 
takes the risk of composing his own texts. Later in 
this dissertation, I will describe the pieces of 
writing produced by the writers in this study. I will 
describe the intention of the writers, their 
organizational strategies, and the ways in which they 
went about taking risks and using demonstrations to 
produce their texts. 
Context 
The second section of my review of the literature 
will focus upon how context affects text. Researchers 
have found that children's written products vary 
depending upon the context in which they are produced; 
in other words, the development of the text is 
dependent upon the context. Understanding the ways in 
which context affects text is important to my study 
because I provided my participants with three different 
types of tasks, three different contexts within which 
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they could create texts. My intention was to allow 
them three different channels to reveal the fullest 
extent of their knowledge of literacy. 
Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) believe that 
writing does not entail simply translating what we know 
linguistically into written language. It involves 
other than linguistic ways of knowing, and semantic 
negotiation and orchestration between and across 
communication systems are central characteristics of 
the psycholinguistic processes involved in text 
creation in writing. This psycholinguistic activity 
takes place within the context of our personal 
histories of literacy, which include past texts we have 
created to make sense of the world. Ferreiro (1982) 
also believes that in order for children to understand 
the writing system, the child has to engage in an 
active construction process of a cognitive nature. In 
this learning process, the child's linguistic 
competence and cognitive capacities are necessarily a 
part. 
Researcher Anne Dyson (1984) identified a 
"home/school shift," related to the context of written 
language. She quotes Clay, "When a child enters school 
he has a private frame of reference that stems from his 
past experience." (1979, p. 13) School, then, 
represents a significant change for children. Dyson 
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feels that this change has some positive effects in 
that it contributes to the freeing of both language and 
thinking from immediate experience, so that oral and 
written language exist apart from a familiar social and 
physical setting. Therefore, children must reason 
about meaning conveyed primarily through words alone 
without benefit of a supportive adult who is thoroughly 
familiar with the child's world and who works to 
understand the child's utterances and to tailor 
responses. Dyson also sees some negative effects of 
this shift, however. She stresses that the change from 
home to school may be too abrupt for some children who 
have difficulty handling the decontextualized language 
of school. She further states that the contextual 
shift from home to school is especially clear with 
written language. No longer a part of the everyday 
world, written language becomes an object to be 
examined in teacher-structured tasks within which 
children display their written-language competence. 
Yet the research suggests that the acquisition of such 
knowledge is embedded in the broader task of 
discovering how language works as a symbol system. The 
broader task of understanding how written language 
works may go on unbeknownst to the teacher. In 
literacy instruction, teachers often look for tasks 
that will enable them to judge the child's success or 
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failure in meeting particular objectives. The 
possibility exists, therefore, that a child's failure 
to meet a particular objective may mask his/her own new 
insights, thus leading the teacher to lend 
inappropriate instructional support. In her case study 
of Dexter, a five-year-old black child, Dyson has shown 
that these differences exist. I will profile Dexter's 
understandings of written language in my discussion of 
innercity learners. 
Haste, Woodward, and Burke (1984) also found adult 
support or lack of it can determine the types of texts 
that children produce. When they sat a child in front 
of a piece of paper and announced that "Today we are 
going to write stories," not all children produced 
stories. Many younger children opted to write letters 
and numbers. Those children who did engage in the 
process of "story writing" were immediately confronted 
with two tasks: what story they should produce and how 
to begin. These researchers found that since the 
immediate environment offered little support (the 
researchers themselves were writing their own stories), 
the children relied on past story settings, in which 
they (and the researchers) had been involved and 
accessed past prototypical stories or immediate past 
context (familiar stories read within the previous 
three days). In addition, the presence of the 
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researchers, writing along with the children, served to 
provide demonstrations for the children as to where and 
how to begin and what they might write about. These 
researchers also discovered that when children has been 
instructed in their classrooms to structure their 
writing within specific constraints, i.e. always 
columns, they maintained this writing form 
even when writing friendly letters. 
In contrast to these classrooms, Edelsky and 
Jilbert (1985) describe first-grade classrooms where 
teachers believe that young children can think about 
the elements of literature (setting, character, plot 
and theme) and classrooms where teachers believe 
children can write without adult intervention (for 
spelling or expectations of length.) The children in 
these classrooms were producing jokes, songs, and 
spontaneous pieces with decidedly poetic qualities. 
Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) state: 
When looking at one child's writing under 
different circumstances, it is possible to 
see that different contexts elicit different 
displays of what a child knows. (1985, 
p. 6 6) 
They further believe that "Contexts not only give shape 
and meaning to writing; they are also revealed through 
writing." (1985, p. 68) 
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Vera Milz (1985) , a teacher who is supportive of 
her students in their efforts to construct written 
language for themselves, found that her students were 
able to write within a variety of contexts. Milz found 
that her students ". . . have lived in environments 
that have bombarded them with print and sound since 
birth, and they share a desire to interact and 
communicate with one another and nearby adults." (1985, 
p. 175) The students were expected to write from the 
first day of school. She observed that the children 
wrote notes, name labels, conversation notes, journal 
entries, stories, and fantasies. She states that the 
first-graders in her classroom used writing 
purposefully and always with good reason. Teacher 
Sandra Bonin (1982) also found that her first-grade 
students produced a variety of types of writing beyond 
"stories." Bonin's students wrote attribute (concept) 
books, cookbooks, directions for games, nonfiction 
pieces (science), poems, jokes, riddles, and reports. 
Some researchers believe that the richest displays 
of what a child knows about written language will be 
shown if a child writes something that she/he already 
knows and likes. Cambourne et al. (1984), in their 
study with English-Speaking-Background and 
Non-English-Speaking-Background kindergarten writers in 
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New South Wales, Australia, cite the example of one of 
their kindergarten students, Sarah, who organized her 
writing down the page in a single column. She did this 
consistently for approximately the first eight weeks of 
school. During the eighth week, Sarah finally 
abandoned the column format, but her teacher noted that 
her stories remained brief, cryptic, rather bald 
statements of events with very little detail. The 
teacher felt that perhaps Sarah had only a limited 
sense of story and believed that her sense of story had 
stopped developing. By the twelfth week of school, 
however, Sarah's teacher suggested that she retell a 
story that she knew and liked. Sarah wrote a two-page 
retelling of Cinderella over the next four days. In 
this piece she revealed that she had a repertoire of 
strategies that she used to help her write. She was 
continually testing, rejecting, refining, consol¬ 
idating, and extending new and old hypotheses about how 
writing is done. Sarah even used "story language" in 
the piece. The fact that Sarah could rely upon her 
memory of a piece of oral language that she already 
knew well helped her sustain a lengthy, complete piece 
of written language—in this case, a complete story. 
When the teacher suggested that Sarah write within this 
new context of retelling a story, the result was a new 
display of what she knew. 
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Researcher Susan Hall (1985) worked with 
kindergarten children who had difficulty getting past 
the problem of "what-to-write." Hall found that the 
"what-to-write" problem is compounded by the difficulty 
young children appear to have in thinking and writing 
at the same time. Hall notes: 
Temple et al. (1982) have noted that 
beginning invented spellers often have 
difficulty making words "hold still" in their 
minds while they examine them for phonemes. 
The difficulty is apparently increased when a 
child trys (sic) to remember an entire 
sentence while concentrating on the 
individual letters and words. (1985, p. 262) 
Hall (1985)encouraged the children in her study to 
write poems or rhymes with which they were familiar. 
Hall found that Mother Goose poems were particularly 
good to work with because many of the rhymes were short 
and relatively easy to remember. She found that the 
rhymes provided excellent opportunities to work with 
written language. She also found that the children 
could write what was familiar to them and read what 
they and their classmates had written. The teacher 
also has context clues to read what is written, 
regardless of the level of invented spelling. The 
familiarity with the rhymes also provided opportunities 
for discussions about written language. 
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This section of the review of the literature 
describes the ways in which texts are shaped by the 
contexts in which they are produced. In this study, 
the requests to write were framed within three 
contexts. One context was similar to the 
context of my pilot study, in which children were asked 
to write anything at all that they would like to write 
or pretend to write. This task is similar to one used 
by Harste, Woodward, and Burke (1984). The second task 
was derived from the work of both Cambourne (1984) and 
Hall (1985). In this task, I asked children to write 
something that they knew by heart and suggested pieces 
that they might know—like stories, nursery rhymes, or 
songs. The third task was derived from Grave's work 
and his suggestion that children in process-writing 
classrooms write personal narrative initially. Later 
in this dissertation, I will report the results of my 
analysis of the responses to those requests to write. 
I will then draw implications for assessment and 
instruction based upon my analysis. 
Studies of the Written Language 
of Minority Students 
The third section of my review of the literature 
will focus on studies of the writing of minority 
students. The studies reviewed in this section of the 
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review of literature center mainly on Hispanic and 
black writers. I will focus on each group 
individually, although the difficulties of minority 
writers seem to constantly reflect back to the primary 
difficulty of all writers: making their meaning clear 
to their audience. In some cases, the subjects 
described in these studies are from urban areas and 
Hispanic backgrounds; in other cases, they are not. 
Bilingual Writers 
Ferreiro and Teberosky (1982) have studied the 
literacy behaviors of four-, five-, and six-year-olds 
in the urban areas of Buenos Aires, Argentina. They 
feel that children are learners who are actively making 
sense of the world and are not waiting for someone to 
transmit knowledge to them through an act of 
benevolence. They state that the children are learning 
by constructing their own categories of thought while 
making sense of the world. Urban areas display print 
everywhere (toys, billboards, road signs, clothes, and 
TV) and these children are making sense of this print. 
There is a danger, however, that the sense that these 
children are making of the world will not be recognized 
once they enter school. Cook-Gumperz (1981) states 
that children upon entering school have had exposure to 
a range of literacy experiences, all of which have 
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formed their pre-school language capabilities—these 
skills may not be tapped by the more limited focus of 
the classroom curriculum with its focus on literacy 
training through simple expository prose. Michaels 
(1981) notes that when the child's discourse style 
matches the teacher's own literate style and 
expectations, collaboration is synchronized and allows 
for informal practice and instruction in literate 
discourse style. But, when the narrative style is at 
variance with the teacher's expectations, collaboration 
is often unsuccessful and may adversely affect school 
performance. 
Cummins (1986) also believes that educator/minority 
student relationships, school/minority community, and 
minority/majority group relationships have major 
influence on school performance. He states: 
. . . students from 'dominated' societal 
groups are 'empowered' or 'disabled' as a 
direct result of their interactions with the 
educators in schools . . . When the patterns 
of minority student schools' failure are 
examined from an international perspective, 
it becomes evident that power and status 
relations between minority and majority 
groups exert a major influence on schools' 
performance (1986 p. 21). 
In concurrence with Cummins, Scollon and Scollon 
(1981) found that in Athabaskan culture children do not 
deal with reading and writing in the same way as 
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Anglo-American children because essayist literature 
does not have a function or a purpose in Athabaskan 
culture. Theirs is an oral culture where stories are 
performed rather than written. Scollon and Scollon 
found "... because learning to read and write in the 
essayist manner is in fact learning new patterns of 
discourse, literacy for an Athabaskan is a change in 
ethnicity as well as a change in reality set" (cited in 
Franklin, 1984:42). Franklin further states that the 
Athabaskan c ild must deny himself in order to learn to 
read and write in white schools." 
For children who are learning English as a second 
language, the gap between the language of the child and 
the language of school is wide, and they are often in 
danger of being labeled as "language-deficient." 
Gearhart and Hall (1979), Ramsey (1981), Szalay and 
Deese (1978), and Walsh (1983) suggest the divergences 
in first- and second-language cultural contexts 
frequently result in cultural and linguistic mis¬ 
understandings (Walsh 1987) . This leads limited 
English-proficient students to interpret words in a way 
which is different from the monolingual English 
speaker. 
Franklin (1984) agrees that the potential for 
miscommunication and conflict exist when different 
groups come into contact in the classroom. She feels 
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that the literacy that a minority child brings to the 
classroom may not be accepted, and literacy instruction 
may attempt to build upon experiences which children 
have not yet encountered. 
Teachers may also make the learners totally 
dependent upon them, as Ramphal (1983) found in the 
case of the West Indian-Creole speakers of English in 
Toronto, Canada. The teachers' constant corrections 
prevented students from focusing on the meaning of what 
they were reading and fostered dependence on the 
teachers. The students knew that whenever they paused 
for a word the teacher would automatically pronounce it 
for them (cited in Cummins, 1986). 
Other researchers are beginning to identify ways 
to bridge the language gap in the classroom. In their 
study of 26 first-, second- and third-grade Spanish 
bilingual writers in the Southwest, researchers Edelsky 
and Jilbert (1985) found one way of altering the 
evaluation procedures for bilingual students. They 
found thit evaluating the language proficiency and 
bilingualism of their participants by including both 
their written and oral language provides a very 
different picture than one based on oral language 
alone. They found that the children's written errors 
were not random. In fact, they did not see "errors" at 
all, but rather evidence that children were testing 
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hypotheses about written language. They found that the 
writers tested hypotheses about punctuation, 
segmentation, and spelling. They found that in spite 
of the phonetic regularities in Spanish, the children 
still used the same spelling strategies as English 
monolingual speakers. They used a variety of kinds of 
information to spell words—including visual 
information, letter names, and phonetic features. 
Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) also found that the 
participants in their study were sensitive to the 
demands of texts and contexts. They report that 
journals, letters, and stories had different kinds of 
headings and beginnings. Stories had titles but 
journals and letters did not. Dialogue, both direct 
and indirect, occurred in stories or journals but not 
letters. Most authors did not put their names on 
journals but did put them on letters. When writing 
books, they sometimes included escrito por (written 
by _) , but they did not do this with other 
types of writing. 
Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) state that a common 
concern is that offering students two written languages 
in the school, whether through simultaneous or 
sequential instruction or indirectly through exposure 
to print, leads to confusion and possible interference. 
The children in this study, however, seemed to be 
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acquiring two language systems without confusion. 
Krashen (1980) proposed that second-language learners 
are not prevented from acquiring a rule in the 
second language when they already have the rule in the 
first language; rather they use the rule until they 
acquire the rule in the second language. Of the 
children in here study, Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) say: 
They used Spanish orthography in English 
:nariet (not it), ai joup llu gou agien (I 
hope you go again), baramourosaco (bought a 
motorcycle) , chilismi (she lets me). 
Additionally, some children used similar 
invented segmentation, punctuation, 
beginning, endings and other features in each 
written language. But had this been the case 
of earlier learning preventing or interfering 
with later learning, these aspects of the 
children's writing in the second language 
would not have changed over the year. (1985, 
p. 6 8) 
Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) found first-graders in 
her study who did not use much English print and who 
avoided speaking in English nevertheless wrote in 
English on request. Edelsky presents the following 
piece by a second-grade child. It is a direct 
transcription of a spontaneous piece, his first in 
English as far as the teacher knew. 
Ones supon a time ther lived a good harted 
lien. He difrent fron de adrs. He ws good 
toode adr aniimoles and de adr animoles wer 
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good too hem. Ande he dident like too fite 
and he dident like de adr animole too fite. 
He somtims gue (when) da abr animoles fite 
gued (with) hime and he liiked too play and 
he lived gapolievr aftr. (1985, p. 67) 
Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) tell us that this child 
used Spanish orthographic information, along with a 
Spanish pronunciation of English. But he also used 
English idioms, English syntax, and English 
orthographic information that had not been taught in 
his Spanish-reading group. Thus, the researchers 
conclude that it was unnecessary to have total control 
over English in order to read it and write it. And it 
was unnecessary to read English officially (in an as¬ 
signed reading group) in order to write it. Possibly, 
direct cues from written English played a greater role 
in the children's acquisition of written English 
because of the lesser role of oral English in that 
acquisition. 
Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) found that a third- 
grader in this study chose to make English his first 
written language, even though Spanish was his first 
oral language. He then learned to write in his native 
language after he had learned about writing in a 
different language. From their codeswitching data, 
these researchers found that the children's 
bilingualism increased their options for making 
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meaning. Surprisingly, codeswitching rarely occurred 
in the written data. Children who frequently 
codeswitched in oral language rarely did so in writing. 
The codeswitching that did occur was more often in the 
Spanish texts than in the English texts. In Spanish 
texts the codeswitching seemed referentially inspired. 
Nouns and address terms were two items most frequently 
switched in English. In English texts, the code¬ 
switching was more like a slip of the pen. The 
items switched were likely to be conjunctions. The 
researchers conclude that researching the writing of 
these bilingual students provides an opportunity to 
better understand the use and acquisition of writing in 
general. 
Cambourne et. al. (1984) conducted a nine-month 
study of students in seven kindergarten classes in New 
South Wales, Australia. The children, who spoke a 
variety of languages including Macedonian, were in 
classrooms where there were an insufficient number of 
bilingual teachers to attempt a bilingual approach to 
literacy in a second language. Therefore, the staff 
had elected to instruct the children by using the 
"writing-process" approach in English. The re¬ 
searchers drew several generalizations about the at¬ 
tempts of Non-English-Speaking-Background children to 
solve the written language puzzle. First of all, they 
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found that when the students were introduced to a 
situation where writing in English was expected, there 
was a period which can be best described as the 
"survival" phase. During this time, the main focus of 
these children's behaviors appeared to be on the global 
demands of the situation, rather than exploring the 
relationship between reading, writing, and the English 
language. Cambourne et al. concluded that the duration 
this survival phase was a function of the degree of 
control that each child had over English; the less 
English they had the longer the survival phase seemed 
to be. They found that their children did not have a 
clear notion of what to do and watched the other 
children for clues. They then made tentative attempts 
to copy what their neighbors were doing. 
Once the children perceived the writing situation 
as nonthreatening, they became less survival-oriented, 
less intent upon copying other, and began to explore 
the relationships that exist between reading, writing, 
and language. The copying strategies also became less 
survival-oriented and began to resemble those of the 
English-speaking children in the study (i.e., they used 
environmental print, repeated similar items, and 
received assistance from other children and the 
teachers). The framework for the exploration of print 
was repetition. When compared to the English-speaking 
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children in the study, it was "prolonged repetition" 
(continued for significantly longer periods of time). 
The repetition manifested itself in the form of 
repetition of procedures, items, content, and illus¬ 
trations that were accepted by the teacher in the past. 
Within the framework, some exploration of how the 
written-language system "works" took place. The 
Non-English-Speaking children were testing hypotheses, 
although the number and range of the hypotheses were 
usually not as great as 'or the English speakers. 
These researchers also observed the process of 
differentiation" taking place in the writings of these 
children as they moved from an undifferentiated fusion 
of ways to placehold or represent ideas toward distinct 
and identifiable structures and concepts. It was ob- 
vious in the writings of these children because their 
movement toward discovering the relationships between 
reading, writing, and the English language took place 
over long time spans. 
The studies described above reveal the written 
language strengths of minority writers. In the next 
section, I will review studies which focus specifi¬ 
cally on black writers. 
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Black Writers 
There is little research on the writing process 
of young black writers at this time. The reason for 
this lack of research is reflected by Epps (1985), who 
states that the tragedy of most typical composition 
programs to which black students are exposed is that 
they make little attempt to connect the wider reality 
of the system in which we live to the student's 
awareness of themselves and their place in the world. 
Epps believes that much of what is taught in these 
composition programs is taught in a vacuum, isolated 
from the student's lives and from the values of human 
freedom and truth. The lack of connection between the 
language of the child and the language of instruction 
is echoed throughout studies that have been done on 
black writers. 
In her case study of a black child in a 
kindergarten in Georgia, Dyson (1984) found that 
five-year-old Dexter's responses to reading and writing 
tasks were categorized at the earliest levels of 
development as described by Ferreiro and Teberosky 
(1982), and he frequently interjected personal meaning 
and experiences into class experiences. His responses 
to open-ended questions and tasks, such as drawing, 
were often a blend of everyday experiences gained from 
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television and the movies. Dexter had not yet 
established a precise connection between oral and 
written language; therefore, he had only three ways of 
organizing writing events: copying, inventing letter 
sequences using pictures at the end of the line, or 
inventing letter sequences no pictures at the end of 
the line. Yet, his teacher had seven basic ways for 
zing literacy events and focused on very 
specific writing behaviors, such as formation of 
letters, spacing, and alignment, and recollection of 
particular words. Dyson found that a gap existed 
between Dexter's understandings of written language and 
his teacher's expectations for his performance on 
written-language tasks in the classroom. Other 
researchers concur with Dyson. Mehan states that in 
most classrooms teachers initiate interactions and 
evaluate the child's ability to response appropriately 
(Mehan, 1978). Edwards adds that rather than being 
supported in their efforts to refine their own models 
of the world, children are often limited to fitting 
their language into the teacher's interpretive context 
(Edwards, 1981). Edelsky and Jilbert (1985) describe 
the difference between "authentic" and "inauthentic" 
writing. Authentic writing is couched within one's own 
intentions; inauthentic writing is done to fulfill 
teacher's intentions. Edelsky and Smith (1984) note 
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that during inauthentic writing, children were 
concerned with finding out how the assignment should be 
done. In authentic writing they were more willing to 
revise and edit to accomplish their own intentions. 
Edelsky and Smith concluded that this giving-over of 
the control to the teacher was a major instructional 
problem. 
In her work with a black community in the Piedmont 
region of the Carolinas, ethnographer Shirley Brice 
Heath (1983) found that writing served four basic 
functions. Writing served as a memory aid for the 
writer (notes on calendars, for example) and was 
primarily used in this way by the women. Writing was 
also used when direct oral communication was not 
possible or would prove embarrassing; again, this was 
done primarily by the women. The members of the 
community used writing for financial reasons, like 
signing checks or keeping figures and notes for tax 
preparation. Writing was used as a public record in 
church, only to announce forthcoming events and to 
record financial and policy decisions. Patterns of 
reading and writing in the community were inter¬ 
dependent with ways of using space and time. Habits of 
using the written word developed as they helped 
individuals fulfill self-perceived roles of caregiving 
and preparing children for school. Women wrote more 
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than men in the community. The written word was for 
negotiation and manipulation--both serious and 
playful—the written word opened alternatives. Heath 
tells us that the community's ways with written words 
did not prepare children for the school's ways. 
Researcher Perry Gilmore (1981) has done a 
three-year research project with black children in 
grades four through six in a low-income neighborhood in 
Philadelphia. She found that skills which teachers 
thought their students were lacking, such as word 
analysis and comprehension skills, were in fact evident 
in their subrosa literacy events. One subrosa activity 
in which these students engaged was note passing. 
Gilmore states, "The subrosa notes were full of 
evidence of language and literacy competencies that the 
student were often described as not having evidenced in 
their 'top-of-the-desk' activities" (1984, p. 386). 
Gilmore also investigated the playground activity 
"steps," a game similar to drills or cheers, in which 
chanted talk was punctuated by a steady alternating 
rhythm of foot-stepping and hand-clapping. Through the 
step game "Mississippi", Gilmore found that the 
children chanted the request to spell the word in a 
loud chorus. This was different from the single voice 
of the teacher who requests that a word be spelled in 
the classroom. She also found that the politeness of 
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the classroom was not present in this playground game, 
as there was an impatient tone in the demand for the 
stepper to spell and a quick, aggressive response from 
the stepper as she began her routine. A typical 
response would be "no sweat" or "gimme room." Gilmore 
(1984) believes that these students reframed the 
instructional exchange of an ordinary spelling exercise 
and recontextualized the language behaviors, making 
them part of their own world. 
Gilmore (1984) does not offer her research to 
encourage the incorporation of street rhymes or other 
subrosa activities into classroom practices, although 
they could be. She does feel that children should be 
seen, trusted, and evaluated as skilled language-users 
and as individuals who have the right to instructional 
circumstances where pride and ownership are central 
features of learning. She says: 
Successful and respectful assessment and 
instruction must be responsive to what 
children are capable of doing with language 
across various contexts, not only in 
classroom or test performances. Too often 
teachers say the students can't, rather than 
students won't. The former implies skill 
deficiency, the latter an issue of social 
control (1984, p. 390). 
The challenge that teachers and diagnosticians now face 
is finding ways of tapping the abilities of innercity 
children and easing the resistance to "top-of-the-desk" 
literacy within the classroom. 
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One of the participants in Harste, Woodward, and 
Burke's (1984) study was Latrice, a three-year-old 
black child. Many people would regard Latrice as an 
inexperienced communicator but these researchers see 
her as a writer, even though she is only three years 
old. Latrice demonstrated a schema for writing that 
included both writing and art. She had a keep-moving 
strategy and never stopped the process. Drama, 
reading, and speech were also integral parts of her 
writing process. Her oral language served an 
organizational function to help direct her writing. 
The researchers felt that while the surface level of 
Latrice's products may have looked random, the semantic 
markings were intentional and must be looked upon as 
the process artifacts of real literacy. Their studies 
led them to believe that by the age of three children 
show evidence of a personal and social history of 
literacy. They further state that one must approach 
all children as if they know quite a bit about reading 
and writing, regardless of the circumstances of their 
birth. Looking at writers in this manner helps to form 
a connection between the language of the child and the 
language of instruction. These researchers also note 
that the most salient home factor relating to literacy 
learning is one that his researchers have termed 
"availability and opportunity to engage in 
written-language events." (1984, p. 42). Students who 
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have not engaged in "written-language events" are going 
to have difficulty meeting the literacy demands of 
school, and this group can certainly include white 
students as well as minorities. 
This section of the review of the literature 
focuses on studies of minority writers. These studies 
reveal the strengths of the minority writers and 
support Ferreiro's view, cited at the beginning of 
Chapter 1, that prior to entering school all children 
have knowledge of the workings of written language. 
These studies also support the need for greater 
attention to the role of context and the importance of 
understanding the knowledge of minority writers. This 
study builds on this base and contributes to further 
knowledge of these young writers. 
CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
In order to tap the broadest range of knowledge of 
written language of innercity first-graders within a 
typical school setting, I examined and analyzed the 
processes and responses of first-grade writers when 
requested to write within three different contexts. I 
explored whether requesting the writer to produce texts 
within different contexts revealed different 
understandings that the writer had of written language. 
It was hypothesized that the participants would show 
variations in their response when the writing tasks 
were framed in three different ways. In order to test 
this hypothesis, I conducted the following study. 
Participants 
I selected 50 first-grade students in integrated 
urban schools in a large city in Western Massachusetts. 
All of the schools were designated as Chapter 1 
schools, and the children were from low, moderately 
low, or middle-income families. I included black, 
white, and Hispanic students in the study. Some 
participants were repeating first grade. The number of 
each type of student reflected the total number of 
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students in that group in the school system as a whole: 
22.9% nonwhite, 44.3% white, 26.8% Spanish, and 1% 
Asian. 
Parents of the children who participated in the 
study were given a consent letter. I did not work with 
any child until I received the signed consent form. I 
have used pseudonyms to protect each participant's 
identity in all reports. I retained dates of birth and 
ethnic identity. I worked with each participant on an 
individual basis. 
Table 1 (page 55) is a list of the pseudonyms of 
the participants in the study and their dates of birth. 
The participants are categorized by race, whether or 
not their language-arts instruction included the 
teaching of writing as a process. Half of the students 
were from classrooms where they were writing on a 
regular basis in a writing-process workshop, half were 
not. 
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Table 1. List of Participants 
Black Students From Black Students From 
Process-Writing Classrooms Nonprocess Classrooms 
PSEUDONYM D.O.B. PSEUDONYM D.O.B. 
Leroy 9-23-79 Abraham 9-16-80 
Lord 8-06-80 Donald 11-27-80 
Milford 1-03-78 Richard 2-22-80 
Quintin 2-25-80 Julian 12-30-80 
Clementine 9-29-80 Kenisha 6-01-79 
Lavonne 8-16-80 Leontyne 11-16-79 
Gish 7-21-80 Tasha 3-02-80 
White Students From 
Process-Writing Classrooms 
White Students From 
Nonprocess Classrooms 
PSEUDONYM D.O.B. PSEUDONYM D.O.B. 
Brendan 2-08-80 Sean 4-26-79 
Gerard 4-07-80 Charles 3-11-80 
Jake 2-05-81 Jay 9-23-80 
Jonah 9-12-80 Jack 9-17-79 
Jared 3-17-81 Mark 7-30-79 
Amy 1-19-81 Alyssa 10-10-81 
Erika 6-05-80 Cora 1-18-81 
Emma 10-28-80 Dacia 12-30-80 
Kim 9-22-80 Jean 4-18-80 
Melonie 10-05-80 Christa 9-22-80 
Mandy 7-11-80 Liz 
11-26-80 
Continued Next Page 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Hispanic Writers From 
Process-Writing Classrooms 
Hispanic Writers From 
Nonprocess Classrooms 
PSEUDONYM D.O.B. PSEUDONYM D.O.B. 
Alejandro 9-30-80 Diego 7-03-80 
Edward 12-19-79 George 1-30-81 
Jose 7-10-80 Timmy 1-30-79 
Pablo 4-28-80 Cesar 3-20-80 
Maritza 7-26-80 Marilyn 3-18-80 
Rosa 1-14-81 Claribel 4-26-80 
Anna 11-09-79 Luz 7-23-80 
The Hispanic students were all receiving language 
instruction in an English classroom. Only Maritza was 
receiving additional instruction in Spanish. Table 2 
(page 57) lists the language interactions of the 
Hispanic students outside of school. This information 
is based upon interviews that I held with each 
participant. Alejandro, for example, told- me that he 
speaks English to his mother and father but Spanish to 
his friends outside school. 
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Table 2. Language Spoken by Hispanic Students Outside 
the Classroom 
Code: 
s - sister (s) 
b - brother (s) 
sf - step father 
E - child speaks English to person(s) in this category 
S - child speaks Spanish to person(s) in this category 
N/A - child did not provide information in this category 
Numerals indicate number of siblings 
PROCESS MOTHER FATHER SIBLINGS FRIENDS 
Alejandro E E N/A S 
Edward (Child speaks E only— ■Father speaks S only) 
Jose E/S E 1 s 5b S N/A 
Pablo E S (sf E) N/A E 
Rosa S S 3b E E/S 
Anna S N/A 2s S N/A 
Maritza E/S E 2s E/S E/S 
NONPROCESS MOTHER FATHER SIBLINGS FRIENDS 
Diago E E 2s lb E/S E 
Marilyn S S 2b E/S N/A 
Luz s S lb S E 
Claribel E/S E E N/A 
Timmy E/S E/S lb Is E/S E/S 
George S E/S lb Is E E 
Cesar S N/A lb S S 
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Procedures 
The screening sessions were conducted in February, 
March, and (in the cases of Dacia and Cesar) April of 
the participants' first-grade year. The children had 
spent approximately six months in their process or 
nonprocess writing classes at this point. Each 
screening session was approximately 45 minutes in 
length. During each session, I asked the child to do 
three tasks. The first task required the child to 
write his/her name and anything else he/she would like 
to write. The second task required the child to write 
a story, song, poem, rhyme, jingle or anything else 
that he/she knew by heart. The third task required the 
child to write a story about himself or herself 
(personal narrative). I specifically asked the child 
to "Write a story about yourself, something that has 
happened to you." Each child had a maximum of 15 
minutes to work on each task. I audiotaped each 
session and recorded written notes about participants. 
Analysis 
In order to interpret the variations in the 
responses of innercity first-graders to writing tasks 
that are framed within three different contexts, I 
analyzed both the participants' processes and products. 
After completing the screening sessions with the 
participants, I transcribed each tape, and then sorted 
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the writing samples and categorized them according to 
organizational patterns, spelling patterns, and genre. 
I also made charts that categorized the responses 
according to race and writing-instructional group. 
Finally, I paired the wr ting samples and the 
transcripts and categorized the processes which emerged 
as the participants went about the tasks. In the next 
chapter, my findings will be organized to address the 
questions formulated earlier in this paper. 
The primary questions addressed were: 
Question I 
la. What processes do innercity first-graders follow 
in formulating their responses to writing tasks that 
are framed within three different context? 
lb. How do the products differ in organization, 
spelling, genre, and length? 
Question II 
Do the responses of first-graders who are members 
of writing-process classrooms differ from those who are 
not? If so, in what ways? 
Question III 
What are the variations in responses among the 
groups of children in the study: black, white, and 
Hispanic? Do children whose first language is a 
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language other than English show a different pattern of 
variations than native English speakers? If so, what 
are the variations? 
Definition of Terms 
Innercity Learners 
The 50 participants in this study were children 
who attend school in a large urban school system in 
Western Massachusetts. The school system has a 
population of approximately 23,000 students. The four 
schools from which I drew the participants for my study 
are all designated as target-area schools and receive 
Chapter 1 funding from the federal government. As of 
October 1, 1986, 27.9% of the students in the system 
were nonwhite, 44.3% were white and 26.8% were Spanish. 
An additional 1% of the students were Asian. Because 
of the limited number of Asian students, they were not 
included in the study. Although the school system 
defines student as nonwhite and Spanish, I will refer 
to them in this dissertation as black and Hispanic, 
respectively. 
Writing-Process Classrooms 
One-half of the participants in this study are 
members of writing-process classrooms. The teachers in 
these classrooms have received specific training in the 
management of the writing-process workshop as described 
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by Donald Graves and have implemented the 
writing-process workshop in their classrooms. 
Writing is recognized as a means of communication that 
has purposes and audiences. Children in these 
classrooms are given time to write, ownership and 
control of the decisions about their writings, and 
response to their pieces. A portion of the 
language-arts time is devoted to specific lessons in 
the procedures of the workshop and the skills and craft 
of writing. The children write on a regular basis, 
composing their own writings from personal experience. 
A variety of different types of paper and writing 
instruments are provided for the students. They are 
encouraged to use functional spellings and to "write" 
in whatever way they can. Drawings and alternate forms 
are accepted as written language. The students receive 
responses to their writing from peers and teachers 
alike. During the writing time, the teacher confers 
with the student about the work, discovering the 
child's plan for the writing. Teachers also encourage 
students to read their writings and make revisions 
where appropriate. Children read their pieces to other 
students or confer on an informal basis. 
Works-in-progress are shared in whole-group shares. 
During these sharing times, individuals read and 
receive response from the entire class. Teachers also 
to the class on a regular basis, read literature 
drawing demonstrations of the workings of written 
language from the writings of published authors. 
Teachers use their own writings, even informal 
jottings, as a constant source of demonstrations for 
their students. In writing-process classrooms, 
students' pieces are brought to final form through 
various methods of publication. Writings are published 
into individual books or typed and displayed on 
bulletin boards. Children are also provided with 
opportunities to share their work with audiences beyond 
their own classroom. 
Nonprocess classrooms 
In the nonprocess classrooms, the formal structure 
of the language-arts class centers around the basal 
reading lessons. These lessons include instruction in 
sound/symbol associations, the introduction of basal 
vocabulary, reading stories from a preprimer or basal 
reader, and workbook activities, which generally 
consist of multiple-choice exercises. The children in 
these classes are given additional language activities 
that consist of copying sentences or daily "news" 
stories from the board. They are not encouraged to 
spell in functional spelling. They do not confer with 
other class members or receive responses to their 
writing. There are variations in the amount of 
composition writing done in a classroom, as the teache 
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generally decides to initiate this activity when she 
feels that the class is ready. 
Genre 
First-graders often write for the sake of writing 
as they test hypotheses about written language. The 
genre that they produce do not always concur with adult 
definitions. As beginning writers construct words and 
sentences, these forms can become genre in and of 
themselves. In Task II, I suggested specific genre 
which the writers produced. The genre used in that 
task are stories, poems, rhymes, nursery rhymes, jokes, 
and songs. 
Organization 
In attempting to analyze the ways in which the 
writers in the study organize their writing, I will 
discuss the placement of the symbols on the page and 
will indicate whether they follow the left-to-right 
progression of written English. I will also document 
the presence of spacing between words. I will discuss 
the use of punctuation as an organizational tool where 
appropriate. The following four organizational 
strategies were identifiable in the participants' 
work. 
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Word Lists 
Many participants used a strategy in which they 
listed words in either a single column or across the 
page. The words generally did not have the sense of a 
connected text but may have had similarities in 
configuration or subject (i.e. lists of names of family 
members). 
Sentence Lists 
Some participants listed sentences or the 
approximations of clauses or sentences across a page. 
These sentence lists generally did not contain 
punctuation. The writer used the length of the line to 
indicate the length of the concept, employing this 
organizational strategy in place of punctuation. The 
writers who composed sentence lists consistently 
maintain the pattern of writing one concept per line. 
This pattern is the chief criteria for identifying 
these pieces. 
Unpunctuated Return-sweep Flow Texts 
Some participants went beyond the pattern of 
one-concept-per-line and allowed their sentences to 
flow with a return sweep to the next line the way that 
adults' texts do. Many of these texts did not contain 
any punctuation. 
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Punctuated Return-sweep Flow Texts 
Some participants punctuated the sentences in 
their return-sweep flow texts. Others used both 
punctuation and capitalization. These pieces contained 
the most conventional levels of organizational of all 
the pieces in the study. 
Subvocalization 
Young readers and writers often read or speak 
softly to themselves as they work. This tendency seems 
to be part of the literacy process before children 
develop inner speech. Many of the participants in this 
study subvocalized as they worked, but they were not 
talking directly to me. I have noted this practice in 
the transcripts as subvocalization. 
Alphabetic Context of Written English 
When children utilize sound-symbol (one symbol for 
each discrete sound or phoneme) relationships in their 
spelling and begin to discover the conventional 
spellings used in written English, they are reaching an 
understanding of the alphabetic context of written 
English. Flores and Garcia (1984) tells us that 
Ferreiro and Teberosky (1979) :ound that children 
progress through six levels of interpretation prior to 
"breaking the code" of making letter/sound associations 
at a seventh level. At the first level, children are 
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not able to differentiate between drawing and written 
language. At a second level, they are able to make 
this differentiation. During the third level, the 
child begins to use the letters of the alphabet. Next, 
the child tries to create an alternative correspondence 
between spoken and written language; and the written 
response may correspond to the length of the spoken 
message, according to the child's own reasoning. At a 
fifth level, a child begins to use one symbol for one 
syllable. Then children use both the alphabetic and 
syllabic hypotheses and finally go on to develop their 
written language in much the same way as do adults. 
Functional Spelling 
Functional spellings are children's attempts to 
spell words prior to their spelling them in 
conventional form. Functional spellings serve to 
placehold the word on the page. Predictable stages of 
functional spelling have been identified by several 
researchers. I prefer to use the word functional 
instead of the word "invented" to describe these 
spellings, because of the element of predictability in 
the stages. Writers are not "reinventing" spellings 
each time they come to a word; rather, they are writing 
the word in a form that is developmentally functional 
for them at the time. The following are the stages of 
functional spelling which have been identified by 
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various researchers and were used by the participants 
in this study. 
Graves defines five levels of functional spelling. 
Graves spelling patterns all require some correct 
letter/sound pairing on the part of the child and begin 
at the sixth level as defined by Ferreiro. His 
patterns do not take in to account all of the kinds of 
spelling patterns that young writers produce, so I have 
included five additional patterns at the end of his 
list, to encompass all of the spellings found in this 
study. 
Level I 
Level I spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer spells by using the 
initial consonant in a word. A child who spells the 
word "flower" with only the letter "f" is using a Level 
I spelling. 
Level II 
Level II spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer spells by using the 
initial and final consonants in a word. A child who 
spells the word "flower" with the letters "fr" is using 
a Level II spelling. 
Level III 
Level III spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer spells by using the 
initial, medial, and final consonants in a word, but 
none of the vowels. A child who spells the word 
"flower" with the letters "flwr" is using Level III 
spelling. 
Level IV 
Level IV spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer uses initial, medial, and 
final consonants, and vowel placeholders. The vowels 
will not be correct, but the realization by the child 
that words contain vowels is a step forward. A child 
who spells the word "flower" with the letters "fliwr" 
is using Level IV spelling. 
Level V 
Level V spellings are defined by Graves as 
conventional spellings. The child who spells the word 
"flower" correctly is using Level V spelling. 
Prephonemic 
Prephonemic spellings are representations of word 
with letters which have no letter/sound connections to 
the intended word. These spellings are employed by 
children who have not yet reached an understanding of 
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the alphabetic context of written English. A child who 
uses the letters "ts" to spell the word "flower" is 
using prephonemic spelling. This 
spelling pattern has been defined by Temple (1982). 
Early Phonemic 
Early phonemic spellings are representations of 
words with one or more of the letters which have a 
sound connection to the word. The letter is 
frequently, but not always, the initial letter in the 
word. If a child spells the word "flower" with the 
letters "fowr" she is using an early phonemic form. 
This spelling pattern has been defined by Temple. 
(1982). 
Transposed-recall 
A transposed-recall spelling is a spelling of a 
word that includes all of the letters in the word, but 
the letters do not appear in the correct sequence. 
These spellings take place when the writer begins to 
use words that he has noticed in print and occur 
frequently when the writer is attempting to recall 
nonphonetic words like "said" or "does." A child who 
spells the word "said" as "siad" is using a 
transposed-recall spelling. First-grade writers often 
notice the incorrect sequence of the letters in their 
transposed-recall spellings and correct them 
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immediately. When a writer does this, he has converted 
the spelling task from strictly recall to the easier 
task of recognition. 
Letter-name 
Letter-name spelling is a strategy that children 
employ when they use sound-of-the-letter name to choose 
an appropriate symbol. The child who begins the word 
"what" with the letter "y" is spelling by letter name. 
Spanish-phonetic Influence Spellings 
Sometimes when native Spanish speakers write in 
English there is evidence of Spanish-phonetic influence 
in their spellings. The word "of" which was spelled as 
"ave" by a native Spanish speaker is an example of a 
Spanish-influence spelling. "Av" is the 
Spanish-phonetic spelling of the word "of." 
Identification Codes 
Because there were twelve categories of writers in 
this study, I found it necessary to use an 
identification code when describing the participants 
and their samples. The first letter in the code 
represents the child's race, the second represents 
his/her sex, and the third and fourth letters indicate 
whether the child is from a process or nonprocess 
classroom. The identification codes are as follows: 
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b = black 
w = white 
H = Hispanic 
f = female 
m = male 
p = from a process-writing classroom 
np = from a nonprocess classroom 
Limitations of the Study 
There are several limitations to this study. Each 
participant's samples were collected during a single 
sitting. The samples were all collected in the same 
order: first, the open-ended, "write-anything-at-all" 
piece; secondly, the "by-heart" piece; and thirdly, the 
personal piece. My direction to write something "by 
heart" in the second task was confusing to some 
students, who interpreted the phase literally and drew 
a heart. A fatigue factor may have affected the length 
of the third piece, as a few participants indicated 
that they were tired by that point. 
Since the sessions for this study took place at 
school and within school hours, the study yields a 
somewhat restricted view of the participants writing. 
Although there are a large number of participants, 
there were only three specifically reguested samples 
from each participant. The study does not attempt to 
trace the history of individual participants as 
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writers; it does not follow the progress of the 
participants over time; nor does it tap the spontaneous 
types of writing that participants might produce in 
other settings. The study differs from writing in the 
regular classroom, however, because the researcher and 
each participant would on a one-to-one basis in an area 
of the school building other than a classroom. 
Throughout the session there were opportunities for the 
participant and the researcher to converse. This 
interactive process allowed the researcher to elicit 
comments about the participant's process, invite the 
participant to write from personal experience, and 
encourage the child to take risks. Individual 
adult/child interaction would not take place to this 
degree in the classroom. Even this degree of 
interaction may have been somewhat limiting for the 
Hispanic students, who may have felt limited to mainly 
English responses because I am an Anglo-English 
speaker. The participants were also aware of the 
presence of a tape recorder, which is not part of daily 
classroom experience. The recorder may have been 
somewhat threatening or distracting to some 
participants. 
CHAPTER 4 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study is to examine the 
responses of innercity writers who were requested to 
produce writing samples framed within three different 
contexts. In this chapter, I will present my findings 
for each of the three questions framed in Chapter 1 of 
this dissertation. There are two parts to the first 
question, which I will designate as Question la and lb. 
In reporting my investigation of Question la, I will 
describe the five categories of processes which emerged 
as children formulated their responses within the three 
contexts. In response to question lb, I will describe 
the products which the writers produced in the three 
tasks. I will describe the organization, genre, 
spelling patterns, and length of the pieces. 
In my report of my investigation of Question II, I 
will describe the differences in the responses of 
children from process and nonprocess classrooms. 
In my report of my investigation of Question III, 
I will describe the responses of the black, white, and 
Hispanic writers in the study. I will also describe 
the occurrences of black dialect and first-language 
influence in the writing. 
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Processes 
In this section of the dissertation, I will 
address Question la: What processes do innercity 
first-graders follow in formulating responses to 
writing tasks that are framed within three different 
contexts? I will describe the processes that emerged 
as writers composed their pieces. Although there are 
many processes as there are writers, and the processes 
often shift when the writer is faced with a new task or 
feels comfortable in taking a new risk, there are some 
similarities in the ways in which writers went about 
the tasks. I have defined five general categories of 
the processes of the writers in this study. The five 
categories included: writers who revealed limited 
knowledge of written language across the three tasks, 
writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
language in Task I but wrote richer responses in 
subsequent tasks, writers who produced pieces in 
conventional spelling in Task I but then took risks in 
subsequent tasks, writers who produced written texts 
that consistently showed evidence of risk-taking, and 
writers who produced rich oral texts (Table 3)(page 75) 
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Table 3. Total Number of Writers In Each of the Five 
Process Response Groups 
GROUP ONE GROUP TWO GROUP THREE GROUP FOUR GROUP FIVE 
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In this section, I will present those categories and 
will discuss the similarities in the processes of the 
groups of writers. I will begin with a comparison of 
two writers, George (H,m,np, Fig. 1, 2, and 3) and Emma 
(w,f,p, Fig. 4, 5, and 6) who view writing in 
very different ways. 
Fig. 1 GEORGE—TASK I 
Drawing 
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Prephonemic spelling 
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f. 3 GEORGE—TASK III 
Prephonemic spelling 
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Fig. 4 EMMA—TASK I 
Mv House Is Falling Apart 
My house is falling apart 
day after day. First my mom's 
bed broke and then the 
dryer broke and then 
the stove broke. Lucky 
my mom has a crockpot. 
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Fig. 5 EMMA—TASK II 
All Things Bright and Beautiful 
All things bright and beautiful, 
all creatures great and small, 
all things wise and wonderful, 
the lord God made them all. 
Fig. 6 EMMA--TASK III 
Mv Dog Looks Like a Hot Dog; 
My dog looks like a hot dog. 
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Comparison of Emma and George 
"This ain't easy." George's comment summarized 
his assessment of the 45 minutes he spent in our 
writing session. During that time, George drew a 
line-drawing of a robot, made a picture of a heart, 
wrote two words in prephonemic spelling, and wrote two 
other lines of prephonemic spelling from which he read 
four words. When I initially asked George to write for 
me, he said "I draw a robot." He drew the robot 
without comment and did not respond when I asked him if 
he wanted to write a message to go with it. In the 
next task, when I asked George to write something by 
heart, he said, "I know how to draw a heart." He did 
this, and then I asked him if he knew what "by heart" 
meant and he shook his head. I explained the phrase to 
him and found that he knew the Pledge of Allegiance by 
heart, but it was too difficult for him to write. He 
represented it with four letters that he knew, "ot, 
ot." I told him that he could pretend to spell, but he 
said, "Nah! I'm still beginning to read . . .I'm still 
in one group in school . . .in the first book." 
Because George did not perceive himself as a reader, he 
did not perceive himself as a writer as well. 
I then asked George if he could write down a story 
from his reading book (as other writers had done). He 
said, "There ain't no stories in my reading book." I 
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asked him what was in his book and he said, "Just work 
to do." In Task III, I asked George to "write about 
yourself." But he apparently did not understand the 
word "yourself" and said, "I don't know how to write 
that." I rephrased the question and asked him to tell 
me about something that "happened to you." He was able 
to tell me a story. When I encouraged George to write 
it, he said, "I don't know how to spell that stuff." 
He then wrote two rows of letters. When he read the 
piece, he assigned an entirely different meaning to 
these letters than the story he had told in the first 
place. At this point, he was apparently deriving his 
message from clues in the print. He was apparently 
making some letter-sound or visual-memory associations 
because he chose letters that were a part of each word 
although he was not reading from top to bottom or left 
to right. George was revealing his perceptions of 
writing. He was generally concentrating on small units 
of language. George had written a total of 20 letters 
in the writing session. He was equating writing with 
spelling. He said that he could not write because he 
didn't know words and didn't read yet. George was just 
beginning to represent words with letters. He regarded 
reading as "work" and was not deriving language- 
demonstrations from his books. He was also not 
interpreting all of the oral language in the manner 
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that I assumed that he would. A "linguistic mismatch" 
was evident in his interpretation of the phrases "by 
heart" and "yourself." George spoke Spanish to his 
mother, but he spoke both English and Spanish to his 
father. He spoke English to his brother, sister, and 
friends. Since he spoke both languages, I may have 
been requesting him to perform tasks that attempted to 
build upon linguistic experiences he may not yet have 
encountered in English. These tasks were also not 
being reinforced in his language-instruction in school. 
"I have something good to write about," Emma told 
me when I asked her to write anything she would like to 
write or pretend to write. For the next 45 minutes, 
Emma sat with me and wrote three pieces of writing. 
During that time, she chatted about her writing and 
asked me questions about the pieces. One question she 
asked was, "Should I put my name as an initial?" Later 
Emma said, "This is going to be THEN," I'm going to 
put two lines under it. . .'cuz sometimes when there's 
really a lot (of emphasis) my teacher puts two lines 
under the word." Later she said, "I'm looking, looking 
to see if there is a place to put a period." Emma also 
asked, "Should I put a title?" and "Can I write 
fiction?" Later, she drew a picture of her dog and 
said, "That's my illustration. I told you I was fast 
at making my dog." I felt that through her questions 
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and conversation, Emma was trying to show me what she 
knew, rather than solicit my opinion. Emma had rich 
knowledge of the workings of written language; she 
could afford to make choices about what she would write 
next. As she wrote, Emma also chatted with me about 
herself. This talk was not always centered directly on 
the writing at hand. One conversation went like this, 
"You know what? I have a pad from Christmas for 
writing time, and I have a full set of markers, and I 
have a lot of crayons from Christmas from my 
grandmother--all those for writing. I don't use my 
markers, so I let Joe, who sits next to me, use them 
because he doesn't really have anything to use for his 
pictures in writing. So I let him use um. An me and 
Evie, she sits on the other side of me, I let her use 
my crayons, and we share the crayons together." By the 
time Emma had finished, she had written a personal 
narrative, a verse from a song that she knew, and a 
sentence and illustration about her dog. There was a 
total of 74 words in her three pieces. Also, in 
addition to the products that she produced, Emma had 
told me a great deal about herself as a writer. Emma's 
first statement, "I have something good to write 
about," shows that she perceives herself as being able 
to write and had been thinking about the writing prior 
to sitting down with me. Emma's comments about writing 
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her name as an initial and placing a period in her 
piece show that she is aware of some of the intricacies 
and conventions of written language. Adding lines 
under words to emphasize meaning, the way her teacher 
does, shows that Emma has been learning about written 
language from the demonstrations of adults around her. 
Emma's remarks about titles and illustrations reveal 
her knowledge of stories. Her question about fiction 
shows she knows that some stories are not about real 
things (she chose to write a real story). Emma's story 
about getting her writing supplies as a gift from her 
grandmother shows that writing is regarded as important 
in her home and that the sharing of literacy is a 
social process. Emma is continuing to share this 
"sociolinguistic process" with her classmates by 
sharing her markers and crayons with them. 
Emma and George are both first-graders. The ways 
in wnich they interpret and go about their writing are 
very different. Emma discusses fiction and the 
conventions of print; George does not yet fully 
understand the alphabetic context of written English. 
yet, they have both come into a first-grade classroom, 
and the teachers need to understand how to build upon 
their knowledge of written language. Emma came into 
school with a rich knowledge of story and conventions 
of written language, and this knowledge is being 
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enhanced in her process-writing classroom. The 
knowledge of written language that George brought with 
him into the first-grade classroom is not being 
reinforced in the same way. He will not be introduced 
to reading and writing tasks until he has mastered an 
entire program of letter/sound associations. George 
has been working in this program since his kindergarten 
year, and for this extended period of time he has been 
deprived of instruction rooted in real language and 
real books. 
I know about Emma and George as writers because I 
worked with them individually and watched them write 
within three different contexts. I did not make 
judgements based upon only one task, but it would be 
dangerous for me to assume that I know all there is to 
know about them, based upon this one screening. I did 
get some valuable insights into what they do when faced 
with the task of writing, however. There are 48 other 
writers in this study. Their knowledge of written 
language and their processes of working with written 
language fall somewhere between the extremes of Emma 
and George. I will now present the five general 
categories of processes of the writers m this study 
across the three tasks. 
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Group I—Writers Who Revealed Limited Knowledge 
of Written Language Across the Three Tasks 
For eight writers in the study, the context within 
which the task was framed did not affect the amount of 
knowledge that they revealed about written language, 
because they generally produced limited written 
responses across the three tasks. The reader must be 
cautioned that under other circumstances and within 
other contexts these writers may have produced rich 
texts, but across the three tasks in this study these 
writers had difficulty doing so. Once again, I may 
have been requesting them to perform tasks that 
attempted to build upon experiences they had not yet 
encountered. These writers showed some variations in 
their products but not a great deal of variation in 
process. Their interactions with me were limited and 
were not focused upon making changes in the kind of 
texts they were producing. Fifty percent were white, 
and fifty percent were Hispanic; these percentages 
accounted for eighteen percent of the white writers and 
twenty-nine percent of the Hispanic writers who were in 
the study. None of these writers were black. Three of 
these writers were in process-classrooms; five were 
not. One writer was able to complete only Task I. He 
wrote a list of words which were spelled in prephonemic 
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spelling, but could not read them back. Another writer 
relied upon me for spelling assistance throughout the 
session; a third writer attempted written texts in 
addition to drawings but then abandoned and erased the 
written texts. Another child wrote for Task I but then 
chose to draw; another drew throughout the three tasks. 
A sixth writer was only able to make shape drawings. 
Another wrote the numerals from one to one hundred and 
then attempted to write sentences, but he was unable to 
maintain syntax and express a complete thought. George 
(H,m,np), the writer who was described above, was the 
eighth writer. He did line-form drawings and early 
phonemic spellings. George's response to the third 
task consisted of two rows of letters. In terms of 
Ferreiro's levels of "prealphabetic" development, he 
may have been moving from Level I, interchanging 
drawing and writing, to Level III/ using the symbols of 
written English. This difference may have heralded a 
change coming about in George's writing, but his text 
production was far different from that of many of his 
peers. In order to characterize this group of writers 
more fully, I will now discuss Charles's process of 
creating shape-drawings. Then, I will describe Luz s 
process in detail; she was the writer who relied on me 
for a great deal of assistance. 
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Charles (w,m,np, Figs. 7, 8, and 9) 
Charles was one of the youngest writers in the 
study. In all three tasks, he drew drawings that were 
composed of the vocabulary of lines and forms described 
by Gardner (1980) . Charles did not seem to have a plan 
in mind as he did his drawings, nor did he seem to be 
depicting actual objects. He seemed rather to describe 
the drawings as they emerged on the paper. He was 
deriving meaning from the drawing once it was present 
on the page, rather than planning it out and then 
putting it down. When Charles made one shape, he said, 
"A egg." He then made lines through it and said, two, 
three, four. . .up to 18 eggs. Charles also 
interpreted writing "by heart" as "drawing a heart." 
In the final task, Charles combined several shapes to 
make what he called an "ice-cream-cone-house," to which 
he added a "big-hat roof." At this point, Charles may 
have been beginning to combine some of the lines and 
forms into a scene, but he was not showing the same 
types of changes that other writers had shown in their 
writing. Since Charles was just beginning to depict 
actual objects in his drawings, he may be one of those 
writers described by Brittain (1979) who may not yet be 
ready to distinguish and form letters of the alphabet. 
Fig. 7 CHARLES—TASK I 
Drawing 
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Fig. 8 CHARLES—TASK II 
Drawing 
CHARLES—TASK III 
Drawing 
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Luz (H,f,p, Fig. 10, 11, and 12) 
Luz was a writer who focused highly on the 
alphabetic context of her pieces. She spoke only 
Spanish at home but spoke English to her friends. She 
relied on me for assurance that many of the letters 
that she wrote were acceptable. She did write words 
and letters, but her reliance upon me interfered with 
her ability to take control of and make changes in her 
own writing. Luz waited for my assurance. She was 
extremely hesitant and in Task I asked me how to spell 
the first word in her story for her. She took a long 
time to produce individual words and phrases and had a 
very difficult time producing a sentence because of the 
amount of time she spent spelling individual words. She 
was not able to maintain a sense of syntax or connected 
meaning in her piece, even though I repeated out loud 
the section she had already written. I felt that her 
writing may have been "unauthentic" as described by 
Edelsky (1985) because she seemed to place correct 
spelling and adult approval above her own choices for 
her pieces. Following is an excerpt from the 
conversation that took place as Luz attempted to write 
her pieces. 
JW: What else (word) did you want to put? 
Luz : School. 
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(pause) 
JW: What letters do you think there might 
be in school? 
Luz: S? 
JW: Um-hum, put the s down, (pause) 
JW: What else would you have in school 
besides the s? Just pretend; nobody's 
going to mark it. If you were all 
alone and wanted to write school, how 
would you put it down, Luz? 
Luz: K? 
JW: Would you put anything else in school? 
Go ahead. 
Luz: o? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Luz: o? 
JW: Um-hum, school. 
Luz: L? 
JW: OK. Want to read to me what you've 
written? 
Luz: I. . . I school. 
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Fig. 10 LUZ--TASK I 
I school me will have 
good a We will the 
I have a good We 
will I help you to 
go up a good to 
Luz and I discussed possible types of responses 
for Task II. She was familiar with the Pledge of 
Allegiance, recited the first line and attempted to 
write it. She was only able to produce a short part of 
the text. The Pledge of Allegiance is a difficult text 
to attempt, but the words in Task I had bee equally 
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difficult for Luz. She wrote three sight words (I, to, 
the), but she continued to question the accuracy of the 
individual letters as she had done in Task I. Luz was 
attempting functional spelling, but because she focused 
upon each letter, the words "school" and the words 
"'Nited States" were equally difficult for Luz. I had 
the feeling that nearly all spellings were "functional" 
for Luz. The following is a section from Luz's 
transcript as she attempted to write the pledge. 
Luz : A? 
The? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Luz : Nited States? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Luz : N? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Luz : S? 
t? 
Fig. 11 LUZ TASK II 
I pledge allegiance to the flag 
the 'na state 
In Task III, Luz was slightly less hesitant, and 
once she began writing, she wrote words that she knew 
by sight. She questioned the spelling of the last two 
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letters in the piece. In this task, I summarized her 
sentence for her. She had some difficulty 
understanding the word "yourself." I had falsely 
assumed that Luz understood the term and continued to 
use it in spite of her confusion. This "linguistic 
mismatch" occurred twice in this study. The following 
is a section of the transcript of Luz's work on Task III. 
JW: What can you write to me about 
yourself? Can you write something down 
for me Luz about yourself? 
Luz : I don't know nothing about yourself. 
JW: You don't know nothing about yourself? 
You're the expert about yourself. What 
can you tell me about yourself? 
Luz : I talk about myself. 
JW: What do you say when you talk about 
yourself? What's one thing you could 
tell me about yourself? 
Luz : Uh, I 
JW: You what? 
Luz : I will 
JW: Urn-hum, I will what? 
Luz : have 
JW: Um-hum. 
Luz : a good 
JW: I will have a good what? I will have a 
good? 
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Luz: good 
JW: What are you going to have that's 
(pause) OK. write. . . 
Luz : good swim 
Luz : How you . . . w? 
JW: Go ahead. 
Luz : m? 
Final text: I will have a good swim. 
^v!II WlY£_ du doo^Sowrvi 
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Fig. 12 LUZ--TASK III 
I will have a good swim. 
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Group II—Writers Who Revealed Limited Knowledge 
of Written Language In Task I, 
but Wrote Richer Responses in Subsequent Tasks 
Six writers wrote very few (if any) written words 
in Task I and therefore revealed limited knowledge of 
written English. Some of these children did drawings 
in Task I; others wrote a few conventionally spelled 
words. They started out looking like the writers 
described in Group I, but major changes took place as 
these writers worked on the later tasks. They wrote 
richer responses in the other tasks and revealed more 
extensive knowledge of written English when the tasks 
were framed within a different context. Sixty-six and 
two-thirds percent of these writers were black, sixteen 
and one-half percent were white and sixteen and 
one-half percent were Hispanic; these percentages 
accounted for twenty-nine percent of the black writers, 
five percent of the white writers, and seven percent of 
the Hispanic writers in the study. Two of these 
writers were in process classrooms, four were not. In 
this section, I will describe the processes of 
Alejandro in detail. I will then describe other 
writers whose processes were similar. 
Alejandro (H,m,p, Fig. 13, 14,—and 15)_ 
"That's all the words I know," Alejandro said as 
he put down his pencil after completing Task I. 
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Alejandro was a process-writer who was rather reluctant 
to write during the first task. He spoke English to his 
parents but spoke Spanish to his friends. He had just 
completed a list of eight words. Alejandro did not 
talk while he was writing. When I asked him to read, 
he read his words for me: after, hello, Holly, van, 
man, cat, dog, and can. Alejandro said little beyond 
this. 
*TGr 
hello* 
Van 
Mqj? 
ALEJANDRO—TASK I Fig. 13 
after, hello, Holly, van, man, cat, dog, can 
In Task II, I asked Alejandro, "What do you know 
by heart that you could say out loud for me? He 
nodded that he knew a joke. He was actually referring 
to the nursery rhyme "Hey Diddle Diddle. Alejandro 
recited the entire text before writing it and then 
recited it again as he wrote. Alejandro began writing 
without hesitation, but he labored over this piece, 
sound-by-sound, letter-by-letter. He looked to me for 
approval as he wrote. He would put down a letter and 
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would then question me as to whether or not it was 
right. Alejandro also tracked back to the beginning of 
the rhyme when he lost his place. He sounded out many 
of the words as he wrote. The following excerpt from 
the transcript of Alejandro's writing session shows how 
he went about composing the piece. 
JW: What joke do you know? 
Tell me. 
Alejandro: Hey diddle diddle 
JW: Fey diddle diddle? 
Alejandro: And the cat and the fiddle a the 
cow the cow jumped to the moon. 
The dog was laughing because he 
wants the sports. The dish run 
away with the spoon. 
JW: Oh, terrific! Write that down 
for me as best you can. If you 
can't spell the words, pretend. 
OK? Go ahead. 
Alejandro: Hey 
JW: How would you put that or pretend 
to put it down? 
Alejandro: I could put hey and then diddle 
diddle. (Out loud) Hey 
(subvocalizing) hey. How you 
write hey? 
JW: Show me what you've put. 
Alejandro: H? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: : H-e--right? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Hey—diddle d/u/de diddly 
JW: Um-hum. 
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Alejandro: diddle and the (pausing, saying 
as he writes) cat and 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: the fiddle /e/e o right? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: fiddle and the cat cow 
How you write cow? Cow? 
JW: How do you think? 
Alejandro: C-o-w? 
JW: Good for you. 
Alejandro: c-o- and and—the—dog dog--Hey 
diddle diddle and the cat and 
the fiddle and the cow jumped 
jumped and the cow jumped to the 
moon. 
JW: Uh-huh. 
Alejandro: I forgot it. 
JW: You forgot? 
Alejandro: Yeah, then the cow jumped to the 
moon. 
JW: So you want to change that? 
Alejandro: Yeah. 
JW: OK. 
Alejandro: and the and uh and the cow 
JW: 
jumped. 
You need the word jumped next, 
Alejandro? 
Alejandro: Yeah, jumped I know how to 
write jumped m. 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: P 
JW: Um-hum. 
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Alejandro: e-d 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Jumped over How you write 
over? o-v o over 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: 0--write two o's over the moon 
moo--That's how you write 
moon? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: That's a u. I put it right there 
JW: You put a "u" in? 
Um-hum. 
Alejandro: The and the Hey diddle diddle 
and the cat and the fiddle and 
the cow jumped to over the 
moon the dog was—How do you 
write was? Was o right? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: 0--was was /1/a/f/ e laughing 
right? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Laughing he he was wa-wa /u/ I 
write was-wa-wa-z. Like 
that--right? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Was going to get some 
(subvocalizing) some sports 
/o/t/ sports--right? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: And the dish 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Right--dish? 
JW: Um-hum. 
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Ale j andro: That's wrong, because I did 
it over there right is only 
a "b" right? 
JW: You want to change. Show me 
what you. . . 
Alejandro: Oh, that's a d right? A 
"d"--right" And this is a 
"d"--right? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Dish r-an r-/a/n/ with the 
ran with the s- the the 
(subvocalizing. Hey diddle 
diddle) dish the dish ran 
away with the spoon stop/p/n/ 
n p right? n p (inaudible) 
JW: What' your last word, 
Alejandro? 
Alejandro: Spoon. 
In Task I, Alejandro produced the list of eight 
words. In Task II, he produced a piece which was 34 
words long. Alejandro stood up and leaned over the 
paper as he wrote this piece. He tugged at the sheet 
with his left hand, each time he completed a word. His 
words looped around the page in this manner. When he 
finally came to the lower left-hand corner of the page, 
he continued down-the-page in a column. In looking at 
this one piece of writing, it might appear that 
Alejandro did not understand how to organize words on 
the page, but this is probably not the case. The 
organizational strategy of left-to-right and down-the- 
page was not present because Alejandro was 
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concentrating on composing the rhyme and forming the 
letters. The organization was not of primary 
importance to him at this point. 
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Fig. 14 ALEJANDRO--TASK II 
Hey diddle diddle and the cat and the fiddle and the 
cow jumped over the moon. The dog was laughing he was 
going to get some sports. And the dish run with the 
spoon. 
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Alejandro was clearly tired by the time he reached 
Task III. I asked him if he could write one more piece 
and even suggested that he could make it short. He 
decided to write the story of how he had learned the 
nursery rhyme, which he said his mother had taught him 
when he was four-years-old. He said that she had 
written it down, that his father had written it, and 
that he had written it. The following is a brief 
section of the transcript of Alejandro's writing of 
Task III. 
Alejandro: How do you write when? 
JW: What are you trying to write, 
Alejandro? 
Alejandro: When (subvocalizing) I 
I/w/a/s/ four y-e-r-z er 
er-z years /a/g/g/go m/my my 
(subvocalizing) ago my 
mother tell told told me a 
d-/i/i/i/ a/d/t/t/1/ right 2 
d's a diddle? 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Me when I was four years ago, 
my mother told me I me a 
diddle. And the the then my 
mother /m/o/ d/i/id How do 
you write id id? 
JW: Did? How do you think? 
Alejandro: e/ id 
JW: Um-hum. 
Alejandro: Yeah, it and then my 
mother wrote (pause) that's 
all. 
JW: That's all? 
Ok. Read it to me, Alejandro 
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Alejandro: Me when I was four years ago, 
my mother told me a diddle. 
And then my father write write 
it it (I know how to write 
"it" corrects ending to it) 
And then my mother write it. 
JW: You're adding it? Ok. 
Alejandro: Yeah. And then I writed it. 
JW: So your mother told it to you, 
and then your father? 
Alejandro: Yeah. 
JW: Wrote it and then your mother 
and then you? 
Alejandro: Yeah. 
In this task, Alejandro wrote four lines of print 
from left-to-right across the page and produced a 30- 
word repetitive text. He returned to the left-hand 
side of the page to begin each new line. Each of the 
sentences slanted down the page. Alejandro sounded out 
many of the words while he wrote this text also. 
Alejandro asked me for help with the spelling of one 
word, and then he continued using the same process of 
sounding each letter that he had used in Task II. He 
subvocalized the piece as he wrote it. He then read 
the entire piece to me. When he read the piece, he 
recalled the correct spelling of the word "it" and 
added the word "it" on to the end of the line. He did 
not remove the previous spelling. 
107 
/7?= W„J 
/?7l *=?« 
Fig. 15 ALEJANDRO—TASK III 
Me when I was four years ago, 
My mother told me a diddle. 
And then my father "writed" it. 
And then my mother "writed" it. 
And then I "writed" it. 
o 
108 
Alejandro's writing samples are some of the most 
important samples in the study, because they reflect 
the processes of many of the minority writers. At the 
end of Task I, it may have appeared that Alejandro's 
written language was limited to the eight words that he 
said he knew. If I had not asked him to write anything 
else at this point, I may have thought that his 
knowledge of written language was extremely limited. 
His statement, "That's all the words I know," was 
apparently based upon the words that he could recall 
and spell nearly correctly. Once Alejandro began to 
concentrate on recalling a connected text instead of 
individual words, he revealed much more than he did 
initially. This pattern was typical of many of the 
minority writers in the study. Alejandro could both 
recall and write a text that he had stored "in head." 
His recall strategies were to rehearse the text prior 
to writing it and to recite it again as he wrote. His 
memorized text helped him to read the written text and 
to discover the next word. Alejandro also had a firm 
understanding of letter/sound associations and used 
them to encode the words. He took words apart in the 
same manner that he took the entire text apart: he 
started with the whole, sounded down to the smalles- 
part, and then said the whole word once again. When 
Alejandro went back and read his third piece, he made 
the correct spelling of the word 
revisions by adding in 
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"it." Alejandro did his entire encoding process out 
out loud. He subvocalized, spoke in a low tone 
throughout the session. He had probably not developed 
"inner speech," the ability to plan his encoding 
strategies silently "in head" at this point. Thus, he 
said everything aloud. At other points in his process, 
Alejandro spoke directly to me and questioned me as to 
the accuracy of the letters he was putting down. I did 
not make judgements about the accuracy of his work but 
rather nodded and assured him to keep going or 
rephrased his questions and directed them back to him. 
Several of his words reflect a Spanish phonetic 
influence. He used a "vz" combination at the end of 
the words wavz (was) and ervz (years). There is also 
a Spanish influence in the syntax of his opening-line 
of his narrative in Task III, which he writes as Me 
when I wavz 4 ervz agao. The literal translation of 
the Spanish version would be I when I had four years. 
Alejandro revealed that he understood the 
alphabetic context of written language to a higher 
degree than George did. He was representing words in 
Level IV (near conventional) spelling, as did many 
other writers in the study. He did not show the same 
level of understanding of genre that Emma did, and he 
confused the terms joke and nursery rhyme. The 
confusion of genre name was very common among the 
writers in the study. Other processes that Alejandro 
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had in common with other writers were his use of 
recalling and reciting an "in head" text prior to 
writing Task II and the use of letter/sound strategies 
to facilitate functional spelling. He also made 
revisions in his piece as a result of reading over the 
piece. He relied upon me for reassurance to keep 
writing. However, once again, the most important 
comparison with other writers is that at first 
Alejandro demonstrated a constrained ability and 
willingness to write, but then he revealed far richer 
language in the second and third tasks. The following 
are profiles of several other minority writers in the 
study whose processes parallel that of Alejandro. 
Leroy (b,m,p, Fig. 16, 17 and 18) 
In Task I, Leroy wrote a four-word unpunctuated 
flow text to which he added rebus drawings. He was 
taking some risks, but he was focusing highly on 
spelling. Leroy began the piece in conventional 
spelling and then tried functional spelling. At first, 
Leroy said that he did not know what to write down, but 
when I commented that he had already written the word 
"I," he continued. Leroy also made a revision in this 
piece. Initially he wrote the word "yellow" to 
describe the color of a bear, but when he realized that 
it did not make sense, he changed it to the word 
Leroy studied his functional spelling of the 
"brown. tl 
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word brown (ble) and considered dropping the letter 
"e." He then decided to keep it. 
■0. r 
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Fig. 16 LEROY--TASK I 
There are five brown bears sleeping in the bed. 
In Task II, when I suggested that Leroy write something 
that he knew by heart, he perked up at the' suggestion 
of writing a song. Leroy wrote the song "This Old 
Man," which he recited by heart prior to writing. 
Leroy took many risks. He moved into functional 
spellings, which were mainly from Level I, as defined 
by Graves. This means that Leroy was spelling mainly 
bv initial sound. Leroy did not focus upon the 
spelling but continued composing the text, occasionally 
commenting upon the size or configuration of individual 
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letters. Leroy filled the page with print. Like 
Alejandro, Leroy used the oral text to trace back and 
find his place as he wrote. The following is a 
transcript of Leroy's recitation of the song. I am 
including it here to show the length and detail of this 
text which he held "in head" and to show 
his process of tracing back to find his place. 
JW: You know a song? What song do 
you know? 
Leroy: "This Old Man." 
JW: How does it go? 
Leroy: This old man he played one. He 
played knick knack on my thumb 
with a nick knack paddy wack 
give a dog a bone this old man 
came rolling home. 
JW: Is that the end? 
Leroy: This old man he played two. He 
played knick knack on my shoe 
with a knick knack paddy wack 
give a dog a bone this old man 
came rolling home. This old man 
he played three. He played knick 
knack on my knee with a knick 
knack paddy wack give a dog a 
bone this old man came rolling 
home. This old man he played 
four. He played knick knack on 
my door with a knick knack paddy 
wack give a dog a bone this old 
man came rolling home. This old 
JW: Hah? 
Leroy: Man. What was I on four? 
JW: You did four. 
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Leroy: This old man he played five. He 
played knick knack on my hive 
hide with a knick knack paddy 
wack give a dog a bone this old 
man came rolling home. This old 
man he played six. He played 
knick knack (pause) look it 
(points out spider crawling down 
wall) 
JW: Uh, a spider! She probably came 
down to hear you sing! 
Leroy: What was I on six? 
JW: Urn-hum. 
Leroy: This old man he played six he 
played knick knack on my sticks 
with a knick knack paddy wack 
give a dog a bone this old man 
came rolling home. This old man 
he played seven. He played knick 
knack up to heaven with a knick 
knack paddy wack give a dog a 
bone this old man came rolling 
home. This old man he played 
eight. He played knick knack on 
my (hesitates) ape with a knick 
knack paddy wack give a dog a 
bone this old man came rolling 
home. This old man he played ten 
ten? (Leroy: Counts to self: 
one, two, three, four, five, six, 
seven, eight, says nine out loud.) 
This old man he played nine he 
played knick knack on my spines 
with a knick knack paddy wack 
give a dog a bone this old man 
came rolling home. This old man 
he played (Leroy: Hum-m-m 
subvocalizing. one, two, three, 
four, five, six, seven, eight, 
nine, ten, nine, ten.) This old 
man he played ten he played knick 
knack on my hen with a knick 
knack paddy wack give a dog a 
bone this old man came rolling 
home. This old man he played 
(Leroy: Um, subvocalizing one, 
two, three, four, five, six, 
114 
seven, eight, nine, ten, nine, 
ten, out loud eleven.) This old 
man he played eleven. He played 
knick knack on on on on-n to 
heaven with a knick knack paddy 
wack give a dog a bone this old 
man came rolling home. This old 
man he played twelve? He played 
knick knack on my tail with a 
knick knack paddy wack 
JW: On your tail? (Leroy: Nods.) 
OK. 
Leroy: This old man (Oh) With a knick 
knack paddy wack give a dog a 
bone this old man came rolling 
home. 
At this point, Leroy told me that his mouth was 
getting tired, and he asked if he could stop. I 
requested that he write the song down for me. He wrote 
the first verse of the song in Level I spelling. He 
subvocalized and went back to read the piece. As he 
wrote, he corrected letters that were incorrect or not 
the right size. Leroy felt comfortable with his Level 
I spelling strategy and was able to carry it over into 
Task III. 
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Fig. 17 LEROY—TASK II 
This old man he played one on my 
thumb with a nick nack 
paddy wack give a dog a bone. 
Nick nack paddy wack. This old man 
came rolling home. 
In the third task, Leroy made a mistake when writing 
his name, but once he began reading his text, he wrote 
without hesitation. Leroy subvocalized as he read this 
piece but did not focus on spelling. 
Fig. 18 LEROY--TASK III 
I when I come home from school 
I go outside 
me and my brother. 
Richard (b,m,np, Fig. 19, 20 and 21) 
Richard was initially a more hesitant writer than 
Leroy. Richard had recently learned how to draw 
cartoon characters and interpreted writing as "writing 
Garfield". Richard used the terms "draw" and "write" 
synonymously, although as he worked, he seemed to 
distinguish between the two. When I asked Richard to 
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write his name and anything else he wanted to write, he 
said, "Can I write Garfield?" He then paused and wrote 
silently. When Richard was not satisfied with the way 
his picture was turning out, he made changes. At one 
point he signed and said, "I messed up on the shoe." 
He then erased it, making it slightly larger. Later, 
Richard added a skateboard and lines to show that 
Garfield was jumping in the air. Richard also added 
Garfield's dog, Odie, and said, "But I ain't that good 
at Odie." Richard said that he had practiced these 
drawings at home. He was incorporating demonstrations 
of drawings he had seen previously into the task. He 
made additional erasures when he wasn't satisfied with 
his product. He drew and revised his drawing 
constantly. Richard then drew John, Garfield's owner. 
He looked at John's eye, erased it, and changed it. 
Richard said, "Messed up in the eye." When I asked him 
what he meant, he said, "I just forgot that his eye 
only had a pimple in it." He had originally drawn 
slanted lines across the eyes, but changed these to 
single dots representing the pupils. Once Richard saw 
John's eye, he recognized that it was not correct and 
changed it. This is similar to the process that other 
writers went through when they realized that a word 
that they had written down was not spelled correctly 
and then erased it and changed it. 
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Fig. 19 RICHARD—TASK I 
No written text 
When presented with Task II, Richard did not 
initially perceive himself as being able to write a 
story. He resisted the writing by saying that he only 
knew how to draw, then he hesitated to spell, and 
finally he said that he could not remember an entire 
text. He said, "I don't know nothin' except Garfield 
and all kinds of drawings." I coached him and offered 
him the options of writing only part of a story and 
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"pretending" to spell. He interpreted this at first as 
writing in the air above the paper. He was gradually 
able to produce the story, The Gingerbread Man. Once 
he acknowledged that he knew a story, he was then able 
to begin to write it. Richard recited part of the text 
and then wrote it. After that, he recalled the next 
section and wrote it. Richard needed continued 
encouragement as he wrote. By remembering his 
memorized text and accepting a great deal of coaching 
from me, Richard broke through and was able to produce 
a 33-word text, using both conventional and functional 
spelling. This piece contained story-language and 
capitalization. It was one of the richest writing 
samples in the study. At one point, Richard was unsure 
of the exact text which he was trying to remember page- 
by-page, but he was able to retell the part of the 
story when the Gingerbread Man popped from the oven. 
He sang the words of the escaping Gingerbread Man, 
convincing me that he was sure of that part of the 
text. I encouraged him to continue writing down that 
part of the story, which he was then able to do. 
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Fig. 20 RICHARD—TASK II 
Once upon there was an old man, an old woman, 
and a little boy. Today I will make 
a Gingerbreadman. 
Run, run as fast as you can. Can't catch me, I'm the 
Gingerbreadman. 
In the third task, Richard continued to write in 
functional spelling. This time he wrote an 11-word 
piece about losing his teeth. By this point Richard 
was comfortable with his functional spelling and 
focused on the message rather than the spelling. He 
clearly enjoyed drawing, however, and seemed to prefer 
to draw rather than write. 
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Fig. 21 RICHARD—TASK III 
I have lost two teeth today. 
My father took them out. 
Julian (b,m,np, Fig. 22, 23 and 24) 
Julian, like Richard, was hesitant to take risks 
in Task I. Initially, he copie nine words and some 
pictures from the wall next to the table where we sat. 
These words were listed in a column down the page. 
in 
Fig. 22 JULIAN—TASK I 
The a lion lamb like in what to be -pictures 
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In Task II, however, he recited a story that he 
knew and wrote it without hesitation. Julian's voice 
was very soft, so I repeated each line as he recited 
the text for the Berenstain Bears' Trouble With 
Manners. Once Julian had recited the text, he wrote it 
without hesitation. He wrote from left to right. He 
continued down the page in a column when he ran short 
of space. Julian said that he knew this story because 
he had heard it on a tape which accompanied his book. 
He said that he had read the story himself, reading it 
with the tape at first and then reading it without the 
tape. This piece was 26 words in length. 
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JULIAN—TASK II 
There was trouble in the big house down a sunny dirt 
road in bear country. At first it was just an 
occasional please or thank you. 
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In the third task, Julian was able to continue 
writing a brief text in functional spelling. This was 
a two-line piece about taking out the trash for his 
mother. He was no longer copying, nor was he as 
hesitant as he had been in Task I. 
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Fig. 24 JULIAN—TASK III 
I put the trash out. 
Kenisha (b,f,np. Fig. 25, 26, and 27) 
Kenisha was not initially responding to my request 
that she write. When I asked her what she would like 
to write for Task I, she said, "I don't know." I then 
told her that she did not have to spell correctly and 
that her writing would not be corrected or checked by a 
teacher. She still did not write, so I asked her what 
kinds of things she usually wrote during the day. 
Kenisha said, "I write down my spelling book. I write 
down my news." I coached her further, and she put down 
three of her spelling words but said that she could not 
remember all seven of the words she had for that week. 
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Fig. 25 KENISHA—TASK I 
Said ask wheat 
In Task II, Kenisha said that she sang some songs 
but that she did not know how to spell the words. She 
accepted my suggestion that she pretend to spell, even 
if she wrote only one-letter-per-word, and attempted to 
write the Battle Hymn of the Republic. Kenisha wrote 
without hesitation and revised the spelling of a word 
in which she had transposed the order of the letters. 
In the first task, Kenisha had written three words next 
to each other. In producing the longer text in Task 
II, she wrote 40-word text that flowed with a return 
sweep to the next line. When she was done, Kenisha 
said, "I'm finished." I then asked her to read the 
text for me. She read: 
My eyes have seen the glory of the coming of 
the lord. He has trampled out the vintage 
where the grapes are graft and stored (He is 
loosed the faithful lightning of his terrible 
swift sword). His truth is marching on Glory 
glory hallelujah glory glory hallelujah. 
Glory glory hallelujah his truth is marching 
on. 
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When she was finished, I asked Kenisha if she 
thought she could write that much, and she said no. I 
then asked her what surprised her about the text and 
she said, "The words I wrote. I know them all." 
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Fig. 26 KENISHA—TASK II 
My eyes have seen the glory of the coming of the (lord). 
He has trampled out the vintage where the grapes are 
graft and stored. His truth is marching on. Glory, 
glory, hallelujah glory, glory, hall. His truth is 
marching on. 
In writing her third text, Kenisha continued to 
write a lengthy piece of 32 words that flowed with a 
return sweep to the next line. This piece was an 
attribute story, "all about" herself. She had a high 
percentage of conventionally spelled words in this 
piece but wrote it without hesitation. 
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Fig. 27 KENISHA—TASK III 
Hi, my name is Kenisha. I'm 7. I like to read and 
work, and I like to play. I like to play with my 
sister and my mother. My brother is bad. 
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Group III--Writers Who Initially Produced Texts 
That Were Mainly Spelled Conventionally 
and Moved to Functionally Spelled Texts in Later Tasks 
In addition to those writers who produced limited 
texts in Task I and then produced richer texts in the 
later tasks, 15 writers initially produced texts that 
were mainly spelled conventionally and then 
experimented with a different type of text in later 
tasks. Thirteen of these writers wrote in functional 
spelling in Task II? two did so in Task III. These 
numbers included 21 percent of the black participants, 
33 percent of the white participants, and 35 percent of 
the Hispanic participants in the study. Six were in 
process-classrooms, nine were not. In some cases, the 
second piece was shorter than the first; but, despite 
the decrease in length, the writer was taking risks 
that were not taken in the first task. These writers 
did not show wide variations in spelling level from 
piece to piece but generally took the risk of moving 
from Level V, conventional spelling, to Level IV, 
functional spelling. Some writers moved from 
conventional spelling to functional spelling with very 
little coaching on my part; others, even some children 
from process writing classrooms, were more hesitant and 
took the risk only after conversing with me. 
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Lavonne (b,f,p, Fig. 28, 29 and 30) 
When I asked Lavonne to write or pretend to write 
anything at all, she wrote without hesitation. She did 
not converse while writing. When she finished writing, 
I asked her to read what she had written, and she read: 
I will (wait) I go will Buzzy 
How your mother to day? 
I and go to my mother. 
I love you Joseph. 
Good Buzzy see jump. 
I love you mom. 
When Lavonne finished her reading, I asked her if 
the fourth line was a sentence or four separate words. 
She told me that it was a sentence and that Buzzy was 
jumping. She did not want to add anything to this 
piece. Lavonne was composing her text to herself. All 
of her spelling in this piece was conventional. 
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Fig. 28 LAVONNE—TASK I 
I go will Buzzyl How your mother to dayl 
I and go to my mother. 
I love you Joseph. 
Good Buzzy see jump 
I love you mom. 
In Task II, Lavonne and I had a lengthy 
conversation about what she could write by heart. She 
told me, "I don't know no songs," but she said she 
could draw a heart. Since I had watched Lavonne 
compose sentences in Task I, I suspected that she could 
go beyond just drawing a heart. So I said, What I 
mean, Lavonne, is something that you know in your head. 
When you know something by heart, you can say it out 
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loud. It's like a song or something you say in the 
morning at school, maybe a joke that you know. 
Something that you can pull right out of your head and 
tell me--riddle, poem--something you might say when you 
play jump rope something you hear on TV." We continued 
to talk about things she heard on television. Lavonne 
talked about Disney movies. Of Mickey Mouse she said, 
"He laugh and get mad," but she said that she forgot 
the things he said. I asked if she knew any songs from 
the Disney Show and she said, "They ain't sing no 
songs." Lavonne then went on to talk about part of a 
joke but did not attempt to write it. I then asked her 
about singing songs at church and she sang a song for 
me. The following is an excerpt of her recitation of 
the song. 
Lavonne: Walk in the light, 
(sings) Beautiful light, 
Walk in the (inaudible) of the 
mercy so bright. 
Shine all around us by day and by 
night. 
Jesus the light of the world. 
JW: Sing it for me again. 
(Lavonne sang a second verse) 
Walk in the light, 
Beautiful light, 
Come where the dew drops of mercy 
shine bright. 
Come where the dew drops of mercy 
shine bright. 
Jesus the light of the world. 
Lavonne: 
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At this point Lavonne said that she didn't know 
how to write this. I realized that she was hesitant to 
attempt functional spelling so I encouraged her to 
"pretend to write." As she wrote, she placed a 
straight line in the middle of words to represent 
missing letters. She had been taught this technique as 
a keep-going strategy by her teacher. Lavonne then 
wrote without comment and then read the piece. 
Lavonne: Walk in the light, beautiful 
light, k- k- 
(pause) 
JW: Did you leave something out? 
Lavonne: Nods. 
JW: What did you leave out? 
Lavonne: Come. 
(pause) 
JW: What's that word? 
This one? 
Lavonne: Come. 
JW: This? 
Lavonne: Walk. 
JW: What are the words in the last 
line? 
Lavonne: "Jesus the Light of the World." 
Lavonne took risks in this piece of writing. She 
had recited the piece prior to writing but then wrote 
silently, as she had done in Task I. Lavonne had 
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written this piece almost entirely in functional 
spelling. She was able to write the words by drawing a 
line to represent missing letters. This technique had 
been a demonstration by her teacher of one way to 
produce functional spelling. Lavonne now used this as 
a keep-going strategy in her writing. Lavonne had made 
a major change from the piece she had written in Task 
I. She was using vocabulary from a song she had heard 
in church, language that stemmed from her personal 
experience. Although there were elements of black 
dialect present in her oral language, they were not 
present in her writing. 
w-s 
n 
Fig. 29 LAVONNE--TASK II 
Walk in the light, 
beautiful light, come walk. 
Jesus the Light of the world. 
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In Task III, I asked Lavonne to write a story about 
herself. Lavonne wrote silently and read the piece for 
me. She wrote mainly in functional spelling. Her text 
was: 
I love my self. 
I have desk 
for Christmas. Lavonne 
LAVONNE—TASK III Fig. 30 
I love my self. 
I have desk 
for Christmas. Lavonne 
Pablo (H,m,p, Fig. 31, 32 and 33) 
Part of the reason that these writers altered 
their process from simply recalling and writing words 
that they knew to attempting new forms in functional 
spelling was the conversations that we had prior to 
their writing. I was attempting to help them find 
language that they knew by heart. I served as a 
listener if they chose to recite the piece aloud, and 
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then I encouraged them to write in any way they could. 
I generally tried to rephrase my requests if I sensed 
that there was a misunderstanding between my language 
and that of the participant. In these ways, I was 
helping to take down some barriers that prevented them 
from experimenting with written language. Some 
children still resisted quite strongly, and I had to be 
quite persistent so that they did not abandon the task. 
When I worked with Pablo, our conversation tangled into 
a maze, and the situation became comical. Pablo speaks 
English to his mother, step-father, and friends; he 
speaks Spanish to his father. A language difference 
did not seem to be the cause of the confusion in our 
conversation. In the first task, Pablo had written a 
lengthy piece, 93 percent of which was in conventional 
spelling. 
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Fig. 31 PABLO-TASK I 
I like cats. Cats are good. 
I have one cat. 
But my cat mother does not like cats. 
They run. 
My cat gets fish. 
One day my cat ate eat a fish. 
My cat is Pablo. 
She is little. 
The dog ran for my cat. 
In Task II, when I asked Pablo to write something 
that he knew by heart and gave him the list of 
suggestions, he said, "I don’t know, I don’t know how 
to write those." I asked about songs that he knew from 
school, and he said, "Some, but we don’t sing ’urn that 
much." I then suggested that Pablo write a joke. We 
then went through this lengthy conversation, in which 
Pablo explained were he had learned the joke. 
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JW: How about a joke? Do you know a 
j oke? 
Pablo: Yeah. I have Casey and he tells 
jokes? 
JW: Who1s Casey? 
Pablo: Um—he's Alfie's friend. 
JW: And who's Alfie? 
On TV? 
Pablo: Not Alf, Alfie. The white--the 
white--um--toy from Milton 
Bradley. 
JW: Oh, OK. It's like a robot. 
Pablo: Yeah. 
JW: And Alfie tells jokes? 
What jokes does Alfie tell? 
Pablo: I don't got Alfie, I only got 
Casey. 
JW: Oh, OK. And Casey tells jokes? 
Pablo: Yeah. 
JW: What jokes does Casey tell? 
Pablo: He say. . . 
JW: What does he say? 
Pablo: I forgot because 1 s batteries 
are dead. 
JW: Well, before his batteries died, 
what did he used to say? 
Pablo: What do you get when you make 
three crackers and one milk? 
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J.W.: What do you get when you make 
three crackers and one milk? 
Fig. 32 PABLO—TASK II 
What do you get--three crackers and one milk. 
Pablo only remembered part of the joke, which he 
then wrote down. Although he was in a process- 
classroom, he needed to be reminded that he could write 
in functional spelling. He also looked to me for 
assurance that what he had written was correct. This 
piece was only nine words in length, but he had taken a 
risk with a new genre and functional spelling. In 
Task III, he wrote a brief 11-word text. 
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Fig. 33 PABLO—TASK III 
When I get up, I forget when I go to sleep. 
138 
Marilyn (H,f,np, Fig. 34, 35, and 36) 
I did not have such extensive conversations with 
other writers; I tried to take my cues as to how much 
coaching to give from the children themselves. This 
was the case when I worked with Marilyn. Marilyn spoke 
Spanish to her parents and English and Spanish to her 
two brothers. She did not give me information about 
the language she spoke to her friends. In Marilyn's 
first task, I waited quietly when she said, "I want to 
think what I can write." Then she added, "My friend's 
name." Marilyn wrote her friend's name and then she 
added the name of 10 other people she knew. Most of 
the names were written in functional spelling. Marilyn 
asked me how to spell her teacher's name, and she 
abandoned the idea of writing one name that she could 
not spell. 
Fig. 34 MARILYN—TASK I 
Luz, Jose, Juan, Virginia, Julie, Mrs. F 
Kim, Miss V _, Brae 
, Tory 
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In the second task Marilyn responded immediately to the 
idea of writing a song. I worked with Marilyn on the 
18th of March, one day after St. Patrick's Day. When I 
asked her how her song went, she said: 
With my shillelagh under my arm and a 
twinkle in my eye I'll be off to Tipperary 
in the morning. My shillelagh under my 
arm and a twinkle in my eye I'll be off to 
find the place where I was born in. My 
mother (inaudible). . .With my shillelagh 
under my arm and a sure a sure a lay I'11 
be off to find the place where I was born 
in. 
Marilyn was then able to write nine words of this 
song, four of which were written in functional 
spelling. Tipperary and shillelaghs are not part of 
her (or most American children's) daily experience, but 
she had learned this song at school in the context of 
getting ready for a holiday show. She used this song 
as a language demonstration and incorporated it into 
her writing. Marilyn's choice of this song is similar 
to the choices made by students in Harste's (1984), 
study who incorporated elements of the stories they had 
heard in their classrooms into their writing within 
three days of having heard them. Marilyn took many 
risks with this piece. She switched form a format of 
simply listing words to writing a connected text, and 
she tried functional spelling. 
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Fig. 35 MARILYN—TASK II 
With my shillelagh and a twinkle in the morning. 
Marilyn continued both of these patterns in Task III, 
where she wrote a four-word piece, completely in 
functional spelling. 
Fig. 36 MARILYN—TASK III 
Our car got stolen. 
Mark (w,m,np. Fig. 37, 38 and 39) 
When I asked Mark to write anything at all, he 
wrote without comment or hesitation. When I asked him 
to read the first part of his piece for me, he read, 
"The snow day." When I asked him what else he would 
like to write, he added two additional words and then 
read the entire piece for me, "The snow day is fun." 
Mark's entire piece was written in conventional 
spelling. 
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Fig. 37 MARK—TASK I 
The snowy day is fun. 
In Task II, Mark decided to write a poem. He 
recited the following verse that he had learned in 
school. 
Where we walk to school each day, Indian 
children used to play. All about our 
native land where the (inaudible) and 
houses stand. There were no streets at 
all, not a church and not a steeple. Only 
boa^.s and Indian people, only big horns on 
the ground (inaudible). What a different 
place today wh-where we work work and walk 
and play. 
Mark then wrote the poem. He used functional spelling 
and made one revision. Like Marilyn, he did not write 
the entire poem. His final product read, "Where we 
walk to school each day, Indian children." Also, like 
Marilyn he chose a piece that had come out of his 
experience in the classroom. 
£he \/ve. £ \{e \ocOLhoo^ 
ehe^Ancj edl) 
MARK—TASK II Fig. 38 
Where we walk to school each day, Indian children. 
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Mark continued writing in 
III. He produced a short 
functional spelling in Task 
piece about playing hockey. 
hr PlayhiCC fi'Cac. S-iotc yv ihe t 
Fig. 39 MARK—TASK III 
I play hockey next door with Brian. I am sometimes the 
goalie. 
Mandy (w,f,p, Fig. 40, 41 and 42) 
Mandy was a very independent writer. In Task I, 
Mandy wrote a long list of words. She did not discuss 
the lists with me prior to writing and wrote quietly, 
occasionally saying a word to herself. Mandy paused to 
write and subvocalized occasionally. She then read her 
list of words for me. She read: 
Mandy: Teddy, Anna, Ernest, cap, had, Mrs., 
Kate, Cathy, Teddy Bear, two, six, seven, 
ten, cake, bake, take, going, little bear, 
stage, daddy, mummy, sister, no, yes, or, 
apple, nothing, doing, Mr., want, TV, Helen 
Melen, red, Monica 
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Fig. 40 MANDY—TASK I 
Teddy, Anna, Ernest, cap, had, Mrs., Kate, Cathy, Teddy 
Bear, two, six, seven, ten, cake, bake, take, going, 
little bear, stage, daddy, mummy, sister, no, yes, or, 
apple, nothing, doing, Mr., want, TV, Helen Melen, red, 
Monica 
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Mandy may have produced more words for this list, 
but I stopped her to go on to Task II. 
Mandy said she knew a story she could write. She 
said that she had made it up herself and did not recite 
it prior to writing. She wrote the entire piece and 
then read it to me. Mandy employed some functional 
spellings and wrote without seeking affirmation from 
me. She giggled as she wrote and then read the text to 
herself. I then asked her to read it out loud for me. 
She read, "Why did the dog cross the road? Because he 
saw because the dog saw the cat." It was at this point 
that I discovered that she had actually written her 
version of a joke. 
Fig. 41 MANDY—TASK II 
Why did the dog cross the road? 
Because the dog saw the cat. 
Again, in Task III, Mandy said that she would 
write a story. She wrote silently and then read the 
piece for me. The following is the story she read: 
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My name is Mandy. And I'm a girl. Didn't 
you know that I was a girl. You think I'm a 
boy? No. I have I do have a sister and her 
name is Anna. My sister likes to take care 
of me. She even likes to read me books. One 
of the things I'd like to say to to say to 
(you) is to be quiet. And I even have a 
puppy and his name is Teddy. He is white. 
He likes to play with me. 
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Fig. 42 MANDY—TASK III 
My name is Mandy. And I'm a girl. Didn't you know 
that I was a girl. You think I'm a boy? No. I do 
have a sister and her name is Anna. My sister likes to 
take care of me. She even likes to read me books. One 
of the things I would like to say to to say to is to be 
quiet. And I even have a puppy and his name is Teddy. 
He is white he likes to play with me. 
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Although Mandy had not written a word list in 
conventional spelling in Task I, she was a versatile 
writer and may have written a word list because that 
was what she thought the task was about. She readily 
switched into functional spelling, and composed her 
second and third pieces in her head without conversing 
with me. 
Claribel (H,f,np, Fig. 43, 44, and 45) 
Claribel spoke English and Spanish to her mother, 
but she spoke only English to her father and siblings. 
She did not give me information about the language she 
spoke "o her friends. She began writing without 
hesitation and clearly had intentions for her work. 
Like Mandy, she was an independent writer and did not 
seek continued assurance from me in the same way that 
other writers had. She had apparently developed inner 
speech and did not sound each letter out loud as she 
composed her text. Claribel apparently did the 
encoding process that Alejandro (from Group II) had 
done out loud to herself. In addition to this, 
Claribel made revisions in her text. Claribel noted 
that she had made the letter "u" instead of a "y" and 
fixed it. Claribel said that she had placed two words 
too close together and then moved them. She commented 
that she had written a sentence. She read her 
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sentences for me and accepted my invitation to write 
more. At one point she paused, and I asked her what 
word she was thinking about and she said the word 
"years." I told her that she could pretend to spell 
it, but she decided to omit the word from her sentence. 
Claribel wrote both declarative and interrogative 
sentences, but she did not capitalize or punctuate them 
consistently. She listed her sentences one under the 
other. All of her spelling was 100 percent 
conventional. Her piece resembled the text of a basal 
reader. When Claribel finished her writing, she read 
all of her sentences as follows: 
Will you want to go for go to have a swim. 
Do you have a pencil? 
Do you have a dish? 
I do have a dish. 
Why do you want to go home? 
I'm, I am six today. 
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Fig. 43 CLARIBEL—TASK I 
Will you want to go to have a swim. 
Do you have a pencil? 
Do you have a dish? 
I do have a dish. 
Why do you want to go home? 
I'm six today. 
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Claribel's process was different in Task II. when 
I asked her what she knew by heart, she said, 
"Nothing." When I asked her specifically about songs, 
she named the title of one she had learned in school. 
She then recited the song. The following is an excerpt 
of Claribel's transcript of her reading of this song. 
Claribel's voice was very soft, so I stopped her 
occasionally so that I could hear her. 
JW: What song do you know? 
Claribel: "When I Was Young." 
JW: "When I Was Young?" 
How does that go? 
Claribel: When I was young I had no sense I 
bought 
JW: Wait a minute, "When I young I 
had--" 
Claribel: I had no sense I bought a fiddle 
for eighteen pence. The only tune 
that I could play was over the 
hill and very far away. So early 
in the morning 
JW: Uh, slow down a little so I can 
hear you. 
Claribel: When I was young, I had no sense I 
bought a fiddle for eighteen 
pence. The only tune that I could 
play was over the hill and very 
far away. So early in the morning 
so early in the morning so early 
in the morning before the break of 
day my Aunt Jane she called me in 
and gave me tea out of her wee 
tin. 
JW: Wait a minute. Early in the 
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Claribel: 
morning, my Aunt Jane's coming? 
My Aunt Jane she gave me tea out 
of my Aunt Jane she gave me tea-- 
wa^ MY Aunt Jane she (I forgot) 
JW: You forgot the end of it? Can you 
write part of that for me? How 
does it begin? 
Claribel: When I was young. 
JW: OK. And remember don't worry 
about spelling it. You can 
pretend to spell it. That means 
you can put down as many letters 
as you think are in the word. OK? 
Nobody's going to correct it. OK, 
go ahead. 
Claribel: I don't know how to spell young. 
JW: Pretend. 
Claribel: (Long pause to write. She pauses 
to read) I was young. 
JW: Uh-huh. 
Claribel: I had no sense. I bought a fiddle 
for eighteen pence. The only tune 
that I could play was over the 
hill and very far far away. 
JW: Um-hum. How does the next part 
go? 
Claribel: So early in the morning. 
JW: So early in the morning. Can you 
write that down? 
Claribe1: I don't know how to write it. 
JW: Well, you can pretend. 
Claribe1: (Pauses to write) 
Once again, Claribel was writing without comment. 
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She was not sounding individual letters or words out 
loud. Claribel recited the entire piece before writing 
it. This seemed to help her to recall the text when 
writing. As she noted that some of the letters in her 
words were not in the right place, Claribel indicated 
to me that she was finished and then read the text for 
me. As she was reading, she noted that she had not 
included the word "me" in the fourth line (below). 
When she finished reading, she went back and put the 
word "me" into the text. She was beginning to focus on 
revisions in her text. The transcript of Claribel's 
reading follows: 
Claribel: I'm all finished. 
JW: You're all finished? Read it for 
me, Claribel. 
Claribel: I was young I had no sense, I 
bought a fiddle for eighteen 
pence. The only tune that I could 
play was over the hills and very 
far away. So early in the morning 
(inaudible) So early in the 
morning before the break of day, 
My Aunt Jane she called me ands 
she gave me--she gave in (I forget 
to put the she) gave me tea out of 
her wee tin. Half a bag of sugar 
on the top and three dark lumps 
out of her wee shop. So early in 
the morning, so early in the 
morning before the break of day. 
Sixty 
written in 
percent of 
functional 
Claribel 
spelling 
s text for Task II 
This was a major 
is 
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difference from Task I, where all of her words were 
spelled conventionally. Claribel included a few 
spellings that carried elements of her first language, 
Spanish, into her English writing. These included the 
spelling "foera wah" for "far away." The word "fuera" 
is a Spanish word . .ich denotes distance. Claribel 
also spelled the word "tea" as te. in Spanish, "tea" 
is spelled "te." She also spelled "of" as "ave." in 
Spanish, the phonetic spelling of the word "of" is 
"av." Claribel also spelled "oner" for "only." The 
exchange of the consonant "1" for "r" is common among 
Puerto Rican-Spanish speakers, although native English 
speakers do this as well, so the exchange may not be 
due to a second-language factor. 
Claribel decided to turn her paper vertically, and 
produced a 89-word text. Although she was not from a 
process-writing classroom, the song provided her with a 
text that she needed to spell in functional spelling. 
She became engaged in the production of that text and 
took many new risks. 
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Fig. 44 CLAIRBEL--TASK II 
I was young, I had no sense. I bought a fiddle for 
eighteen pence. The only tune that I could play was 
over the hills and very far away. So early in the 
morning before the break up day, my Aunt Jane she 
called me and she gave me tea out of her wee tin. Half 
a bag of sugar on the top and three dark lumps out of 
her wee her wee shop. So early in the morning, so 
early in the morning before the break up day. 
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For Task III, Claribel wrote a short piece and 
then read it to me. Claribel wrote silently. This was 
a very short piece (11 words); only one of the words 
was written in functional spelling. The memorized text 
from Task II was clearly helpful to Claribel in 
providing her with words that facilitated functional 
spelling. 
Fig. 45 CLARIBEL—TASK III 
I have a car today, and I have a real tiby. 
Kim (w,f,p, Fig. 46) 
At this point, I will describe Kim, a girl from 
Claribel's homeroom who wrote the same song. Kim 
actually belongs to the next category of writers who 
consistently produced texts that were written in 
functional spelling, but I will describe her here 
because of the parallels to Claribel's writing. Kim 
had written functionally spelled text in Task I. She 
works in a process-writing class; Claribel does not. 
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Both girls decided to write the song, recited part of 
it for me, wrote it, and then read what they wrote. 
The following is Kim's recitation of the song, prior to 
writing. 
When I was young, I had no sense. I bought 
a fiddle for 18 pence. The only tune that I 
could play was over the hill and very far 
away. So early in the morning, so early in 
the morning, so early in the morning before 
the break of day, my Aunt Jane she called me 
in. She gave me tea out of her wee tin. 
Half a bag of sugar on the top and three dark 
lumps out of her wee shop. So early in the 
morning, so early in the morning, so early in 
the morning before the break of day. 
Kim wrote the song, commenting on the words and making 
corrections as she wrote. She had turned her paper 
horizontally when she began to write. She now said, 
"It won't be able to fit all on the paper." I offered 
her another sheet of paper, but she said that she would 
put the rest at the bottom of this sheet. Later, she 
said, "It's more slower printing it than saying it. 
You know that?" Then she added, "I think I'm just 
going to do half of it." She continued to plan where 
she would put the rest of the text and said, "And I 
think I'm going to have to start on the other side, do 
you think so? Or I can print it small down here." I 
encouraged her to decide, but then asked her if she 
wanted to read what she had written so far. 
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(Reading) "When I was young, I had no sense. 
I bought a fiddle for 18 pence. The only 
thing that I could play was over the hills 
and very far away." 
She stopped at this point. She had produced a 29-word 
text. The way that she had turned her paper had been a 
major factor in determining the length of her text. 
She may have written more if I had not invited her to 
read at this point. 
v/Kecj o 
no ^ 
ii q ff q I 
for IS Sd/iS 
ttee on/e. two 
I cou\<4 piov 
Fig. 46 KIM--TASK II 
Song only. 
When I young, I had no sense. I bought a fiddle for 18 
pence. The only thing that I -ould play was over the 
hills and very far away. 
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Jack (w,m,np, Fig. 47, 48, and 49) 
As Indicated above, there were two writers who 
continued writing conventional spelling until they 
reached the third task. I believe that these two 
writers belong to Group III, because although they 
stayed with conventional spelling longer than the other 
writers, they did break through to functional spelling. 
These writers may have interpreted "knowing something 
by heart," in Task II, as knowing how to spell by 
heart. They broke into functional spelling in Task 
III, where they employed personal vocabulary in 
describing a personal experience. Jack and Leontyne 
were the two writers in this group who maintained 
conventional spellings in both Tasks I and II but moved 
into functional spelling in Task III. 
Melodie (w,f,p) and Liz (w,f,np) wrote one word 
(or a repeated word) in functional spelling in Task II. 
vv i 11 V0V-|CO <rrebohnQ 
i t's here 
Doyoq |!K© if 
y: va^he vv/Ke reisit 
Fig. 47 JACK--TASK I 
Will you come home? 
It is here. 
Do you like it? 
Where is it? 
yoi|comef?z 
her£ J_ 
LPOtc OT^rg 
This 
Fig. 48 JACK--TASK II 
Will you come Buzzy? 
Here I am. 
Look at this. 
^ P ci Sn 
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Fig. 49 JACK—TASK III 
I played soccer. 
Leontyne (b,f,np, Fig. 50, 51, and 52) 
Followed the same pattern. 
-fro* _ 
3 Cc<n 
Cj 0 
U/> JU*iP 
Se-e. 
9^ 
fox 
Boy 
Fig. 50 LEONTYNE—TASK I 
frog, can, go, to, up, jump, see, Bear, and, fox, Box 
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Fig. 51 LEONTYNE—TASK II 
box, fox, cat, bat, to, bow 
my/*- j 
Oft dt/u SoY£*dc a/)J 
Fig. 52 LEONTYNE--TASK III 
They and my friend can jump. On a hill, so can I 
you jump? 
Can 
Group IV—Writers Who Produced Written Texts 
and Consistently Showed Evidence 
of Risk-Taking 
In addition to the writers who interacted with me 
and attempted to take risks and create a new kind of 
text in Task II and Task III, 19 additional writers did 
not alter their processes across the three tasks. 
Fifty-three percent of these writers were white, 32 
percent were black, 15 percent were Hispanic. These 
percentages represent 42 percent of the black writers, 
45 percent of the white writers, and 21 percent of the 
Hispanic writers in the study. Fourteen of these 
participants were from process-writing classrooms; five 
were not. The consistency of the writers in this group 
should not be regarded as negative, since these writers 
took risks with functional spelling and generally 
engaged in rich text production throughout the tasks. 
There were some variations, but all products contained 
written texts. These writers held on to their own 
interpretations and intentions for their writing and 
successfully created written texts. Like the writers 
in Group I, my interactions with these participants 
were not centered around producing new kinds of 
responses. Some of these participants said very little 
to me. Other chatted about their writing or other 
subjects. Some asked questions about the format of th* 
piece. Emma, whose writing was described at the 
beginning of this chapter, is in this group of writers. 
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beginning of this chapter, is in this group of writers. 
Most of these writers did not recite a text prior to 
writing it in Task II. Rosa is one of these writers. 
I will describe her process in detail, and then I will 
draw parallels to other writers. 
Rosa (H,f,p, Fig. 53, 54, and 55) 
Rosa was in the process-classroom and had told me 
prior to the writing session that she spoke English to 
her brothers and to her friends, but she spoke mainly 
Spanish when she was outside of school. Although 
writing-process instruction can be conducted in any 
language, she was a member of a class where her 
instruction was conducted solely in English. When Rosa 
wrote, she produced texts that flowed from line-to-line 
and employed a high degree of functional spellings. 
The vowel substitution in the word "ses", which Rosa 
used to represent the word "says", may show Spanish 
phonetic influence; but even this is difficult to 
determine because "says" has a nonphonetic 
pronunciation in English, and a monolingual speaker of 
English might spell it "ses" when using functional 
spelling. Her response to Task I was a 32-word piece 
about her bike. In this piece, she was generating 
several sentences from a few key words. The length of 
the entire piece (32 words) gave Rosa opportunities to 
engage in the production of written text. This is the 
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kind of writing described by Clay (1975) and encouraged 
by Heath (unpublished). Rosa did not converse with me 
while writing. She simply wrote for a while and then 
said, That s all." Rosa then read her text for me. 
I like I like my new bike. 
I have--I have my mother buy it for me. 
I like it. I like it. My brother likes it. 
My brothers like it—like it, too. 
My mother likes it, too. 
All my family likes my bike. 
Fig. 53 ROSA--TASK I 
I like my new bike. 
I have my mother buy it for me. 
I like it. My brothers like it, too. 
My mother likes it, too. 
All my family like my bike. 
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In Task II Rosa wrote a similar piece. This time 
she wrote about her family telling jokes. She did this 
instead of "writing a joke." Once again, she wrote 
silently and produced a lengthy (30-word) piece which 
generated from a few key words. When Rosa finished 
this piece, she read it to me as follows: 
I like jokes. I like everyone that says 
jokes, 
My mother says jokes, too. My father says 
jokes, too. 
Every even my brother says jokes—jokes, too. 
All my family says jokes. 
T\J^[ lketr^ 
SS?fe -6 ** 
CS 
Fig. 54 ROSA—TASK II 
I like jokes. I like everyone that says jokes. My 
mother says jokes, too. My father says jokes, too. 
Even my brother says jokes, too. All my family says 
jokes. 
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In Task III, Rosa made a change in her piece, but 
she did not change the process by which she wrote it. 
She wrote and then read to me. This time she wrote 
what Graves (1979b) describes as an "Action Sequence" 
story. She wrote the story of the time she fell down. 
Rosa had a sequence of three actions in this piece. 
With this piece she moved from the repetitive story 
into the beginning of a narrative. This piece was 26- 
words in length. The following is Rosa's reading of 
this piece. 
I fell down and I bro-broke my leg. 
My mother put a bandaid on my leg. 
I went to play, but I could not play outside. 
I Fe \ I po w r\a, g rdC (Oy 
or\ (W [ eQX Wenrfo ^ y 
&HV£COM no+ PWKouwy 
Fig. 55 ROSA—TASK III 
I fell down and I broke my leg. My mother put a 
bandaid on my leg. I went to play, but I could not 
play outside. 
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Erika (w,f,p, Fig. 56, 57, and 58) 
Erika was a writer from a process-writing 
classroom. She did not hesitate to write at all. More 
than any of the other writers in the study, Erika used 
a variety of different levels of functional spelling as 
a keep-going strategy in constructing her texts. Most 
other writers maintained the same levels of functional 
spellings in their pieces, but Erika's words ranged 
from Levels II and III without vowels, to Level V 
conventional spellings. Erika also used transposed- 
recall spellings. Erika wrote two stories on one page 
and correctly employed periods, exclamation marks, 
and apostrophes in contractions. 
(sf C\ T'j'jH) 
ERIKA—TASK I Fig. 56 
When my sister lost a tooth she put it under her 
pillow, and the tooth fairy came and took her tooth. 
And in the morning she looked under her pillow and 
found a dollar and ran down stairs and told my daddy. 
And she was surprised. My dog is a nice dog. And he 
name is Gretchen. And she is a Rotweiler Rotweiler. 
She's a big dog. I love my dog and she loves me 1 
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yoU Cd*1 f ’I'hat'(\d 4n. wh you Sx £<fc>nVKrX>® sl*i 
Fig. 57 ERIKA—TASK II 
On You Can't Do That On Television when you say, "I 
don't know," slime comes down. And when you say 
"water," you will have a surprise; water will come 
down. 
ERIKA—TASK III Fig. 58 
I went outside and there was some grass. And I seen 
some mud. Then I went back inside and got a spoon. 
Then I went back outside and got a cup. 
Quintin (b,m,p, Fig. 59, 60 and 61) 
Quintin did not hesitate to write either. He 
wrote the title of his piece and then said, This is 
just the title." He continued to write and then read 
the entire piece for me. When he finished, he went 
back to the left-hand margin of the piece and added the 
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names of the speakers and a colon before each line. He 
said, "This means he's talking. This is frog talking." 
When I asked him where he had seen this before, he 
said, "We have it in our books. . ." (basal preprimers) 
we have those things." Quintin was using his reading 
book as a demonstration of how to write a story. 
Quintin also employed the hyphen, apostrophe, 
exclamation mark, question mark, and period in his 
pieces. He said that he had seen his teacher use the 
hyphen on the blackboard at the end of a line to show 
that a "sentence" was going to go on to the next line. 
His use of the hyphen was a language-demonstration that 
he had acquired from his teacher. He used some 
functional spellings but also did small rebus drawings 
to represent words that he could not spell correctly. 
Again, these were probably demonstrations he acquired 
from his reading book. Quintin was concerned that the 
words he wrote were spelled correctly. 
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TfJ5 4 3°^° da/. 
• 3 V • 
BetrHTfbrd cAn>uCome%^o^ 
fordXtS x wi 11 Co Te 0ix *oju 
o me Oft, 
T |^g j/ Ja^ne ^Qhizhon? 
cm '•■ The y (9 o f- fo Hr* ^ 
f^JI ‘ r^ty J (aiaPon/-j,*£- 
gQ O KT‘ ^°lxnO ^y. 
0of 3'It- i'S He 
H / T 6 o o £• 
G.v>< T h C d /id 
Fig. 59 QUINTIN--TASK I 
It is a good day. By Quintin 
His Hi frog can you come out (subvocalizing come out) 
to jump? 
Yes, I will come come out to jump. 
Come on! 
They jumped to his home. 
They got to his home. 
They jumped on his books. 
Do you know why? 
It is he didn't like his books. 
The end. 
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wK/ 0° io\j r itod i^ qOooQ- 
4 Ao/ Kd 1/1>2 X><y '1 T f / SlCAr. . 
Fig. 60 QUINTIN--TASK II 
Why do you ride in a 4 wheeler and have glasses? 
jM/edfo hkdfpWk#- A 
Wkyfrymot 
/-, ^ y rno ty & °{ • 
5 hi $) 0 ^ ^0 r^(° Z^/ : 
/-/ e ©0 t-J Wdwt'hwzS' 
171 ^ 0 ^ ^Wdivfl vv«cn r v< 
T Ae e r\o> 
Fig. 61 QUINTIN—TASK III 
I have I had to take care of my baby brother. While my 
mother got to the store. My mother got ba him to 
sleep. She got to the store. He got up. And we have 
had Fruit Loops. My mother got home. Me and my 
brother watched TV. The End. 
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Group V—Writers Who Composed 
Rich Oral Texts 
While the majority of the writers in this study 
produced their responses in writing, two writers, one 
black and one Hispanic (percent of each group 
respectively), gave their richest responses orally. in 
contrast to those writers like Mandy and Rosa, who said 
very little but wrote lengthy texts, Donald and Cesar 
produced very little text on paper but said a great 
deal. These writers did not fit into the other 
categories and their number may not be sufficient to 
warrant establishing a separate category, but their 
processes need to be considered as part of this 
discussion. Neither writer was in a process-writing 
classroom. 
Donald (b,m,np, Fig. 62, 63, and 64) 
"I know how to say it but I don't know how to 
write it," Donald told me as he struggled to find more 
words to add to his word list in Task I. He had 
already written some days of the week. He was 
apparently remembering these words from work he had 
done in the classroom. He was concentrating on the 
spelling and when searching for one word, he said, "I 
forgot how to spell it." I encouraged him to "pretend" 
to spell, but Donald said, "I don't think I can write 
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one more." Donald struggled on but was only able to 
add a few more words to his list. 
W' 
3 ll te. 
T 
3/ + 
cmn 
O'd 
Mr. 
Fig. 62 DONALD—TASK I 
Will The is Monday— 
that like 
out, Mr., Mrs. I, can 
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In Task II, Donald wrote the phrase, "I Love you. 
He wrote the piece without hesitation or coaching from 
me. He recalled the spellings of the words which he 
had learned by heart. In this excerpt from the 
transcript of his writing session, Donald 
explains how he learned the piece. 
Donald: I learned how to spell this (points 
to "love"). 
JW: You learned how to spell love? 
Donald: And then my teacher teached me how 
to spell you. 
JW: Um-hum. 
Donald: And I already know how to do I. 
\sO \jQ 
Fig. 63 DONALD-TASK II 
I love you. 
At this point Donald's piece was complete, and we 
went on to Task III. I was wondering about Donald's 
ability to create a written text. I wondered if he had 
had limited experiences or instruction or if 
restrictions of "correctness" were blocking his written 
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expression. When I asked Donald if he would write 
something that happened to him, he said, "For fake?" i 
asked him what he was thinking about, and he told me 
the following story. I am including the entire story 
to show the complexity, sequence, and detail of the 
oral texts which children produce to surround their 
drawings. I am also including it because by the time 
Donald finished, I no longer questioned his ability to 
create a text, but I continued to wonder if his text 
would be recognized in a language-arts classroom. 
Donald: I was--I was little and when I grew 
up, I went home and told my mother 
if I could go out to play with my 
friend. 
JW: Um-hum. 
Donald: So when she said yes, I went out and 
played with my friend. Then some 
guy came up and said what are you 
doing? And I said I was playing 
with my friend. 
JW: Um-hum. 
Donald: So they went home and and it was 
just me and this boy. 
JW: Um-hum. 
Donald: So I went home, too. And he went 
home following me. And then when 
the doorbell rang, I just shut it, 
and the door was locked. And I 
didn't know him. He was old he was 
older, you know like those high 
school kids? 
JW: Um-hum. 
175 
Donald: That's what he was, and he rung the 
^oo^kell. Then he said could I come 
in? And I said why? Because I want 
to ask you something. 
JW: Um-hum. 
Donald: And I said I don't believe you. So 
don't believe me? I said yes. So I 
opened the door. And that was the 
same boy that had been at the park. 
JW: Um-hum. 
Donald: So--I since I didn't know him, I--I 
told my mother. Then my mother came 
to the door and I hided. So I told 
my sister can I hide in your room? 
She said yes and then they said, 
"Where is that kid?" he said. And 
my mother asked, "Well what kid are 
you talking about?" "Whatever his 
name is, I want him to come back 
down here." And I heard every 
single word that he was saying. So 
I—I--I had been so quiet and came 
out of my hiding place. 
JW Um-hum. 
Donald And saw him wait at the door 
JW Um-hum. 
Donald So I--I—I was so quiet that he 
didn't hear nothing so I went 
downstairs halfway and -saw him. And 
then I went in the kitchen as soon 
as he left. And then I told my 
mother what happened. Then she said 
he wants you at his house two 
minutes and if (inaudible) he's 
going to come over here and tell you 
why he wants you. 
JW : Um-hum. 
Donald : So I said OK. And I went over his 
house. I tried to get over at his 
house, but I couldn't tell him, and 
he forgot to tell my mother where he 
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lived. So I couldn't make it , so I 
went back home. Then he called, I 
asked my mother what's his number. 
She said he didn't he didn't tell 
me, he forgot to tell me so I 
couldn't go anyway and now he was 
gonna have to come over to my house, 
again. So he came over to my house 
and told me why. This is why: urn I 
want you because I have to tell you 
something serious. And he tells me 
I said why did you want me so 
seriously? Urn, so he said because I 
want you is because I . . . I . . . 
I . . . want to tell you that my 
mother wants you for a what. That's 
what, that's why that. 
JW: His mother wanted you for what, 
Donald? 
Donald: She wanted me for a prize. She 
wanted me to come over for a 
birthday. 
JW: His birthday? 
Donald: Yeah. 
JW: Oh no, for a party? 
Donald: Yeah. 
This long oral text was rehearsal for the drawing 
that Donald did next. He "wrote" the story by using 
stick-figures and line-drawings. As he wrote, he 
erased the figure of the boy as he progressed to the 
next place in the story. Donald continued to draw and 
erase the figures as they moved through the scene. I 
then asked Donald if he had had several pages to work 
on whether he would have erased himself or have turned 
the page and drawn himself going to the next part of 
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the story. He said, "I would have turned the page and 
leaved myself there and then turned the other one, then 
do it again, and do it again, and do it over." 
Fig. 64 DONALD—TASK III 
No written text. 
When he finished this story, Donald went on to 
tell me another story about his mother's birthday. 
Donald's language is rich. His language strengths are 
rooted in oral language like the "steppers" of 
Philadelphia described by Perry Gilmore (1381) . Donald 
did create texts, but in this case he went about it 
differently than the other children. In this brief 
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session he drew the text of this story, he did not 
write it as a connected text. it seems that it will 
take time and encouragement to get Donald to take the 
risk of moving his language from oral and drawn texts 
to written form. Donald's process in writing this 
pi^ce was similar to that of writers in Harste, 
Woodward, Burke's (1984) study who did not write words 
kut drew pictures and surrounded them with rich oral 
texts. Harste looked upon these as richer "language 
stories" than sparsely-written conventionally correct 
texts. 
Cesar (H,m,np, Fig. 65, 66, and 67) 
Cesar was another writer whose ability to produce 
a text could not be judged solely on the basis of what 
he had marked on his paper. Cesar indicated that his 
communication with his mother, brother, and friends was 
all in Spanish. He does not have opportunities to 
speak with his father. In Task I, Cesar wrote a list 
of six words. He wrote without hesitation or comment 
and then read the words for me. 
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Fig. 65 CESAR—TASK I 
you, up, yes, go, in, dog 
In Task II, I asked Cesar what he knew by heart, 
and he said "Five Little Monkeys". He then recited the 
song for me. Cesar was hesitant to write. When I 
asked him to write this for me, he said, "I don't know 
how." I then encouraged him to "pretend" to write it, 
and he wrote the numeral "five" and drew a straight 
line to represent each monkey. 
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SwM i 
mi 
Fi<?- 66 CESAR—TASK II 
Five lines, then four lines to represent monkeys 
Cesar then said that he knew another song and 
generated the text from "Five Little Monkeys". Cesar 
was following the same process of many of the writers 
who wrote in conventional form, but he represented the 
words in a different way. The following is an excerpt 
of the transcript of Cesar's recitation and writing of 
the song. 
JW: Five Little Monkeys? How does it go? 
Cesar: Five little monkeys jumpin' up one 
fell off. Doctor said, mama called 
the doctor and the doctor said, No 
more monkeys jumpin' on the bed. 
Four little monkeys jumpin' on the 
bed one fell off and bumped his head. 
Mama called the doctor and the doctor 
said, "No more monkeys jumpin' on the 
bed." Three little monkeys jumpin' 
on the bed one fell off broke his 
head. Mama called the doctors and 
the doctor said, "No more (pause) on 
the bed." Two little monkeys jumpin' 
on the bed one fell off and bumped 
his head. Mama called the doctor and 
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the doctor said, "No more monkeys 
(subvocalizing end) One little monkey 
jumpin' on the bed, one fell off and 
bumped his head. Mama called the 
doctors and the doctor said. No more 
monkeys jumpin' on the bed. 
Cesar: Five Little Monkeys. 
JW: Write the story. 
Cesar: I don't know how. 
JW: Pretend 
Cesar: (Writes rows of lines counting: 
one, two, three, four, five. One 
fell off and bumped his head. Writes 
second row containing four lines). 
At this point, Cesar told me of another song that 
he knew. It was actually generated from the first 
text. He was taking the language and predictable 
format of the first song and creating another one. The 
following is an excerpt from the transcript that shows 
how Cesar went through that process. 
Cesar: Know how to do another song. 
JW: What's the other song that you know, 
Cesar? 
Cesar: I know, it's like . . . like 
monkeys. 
the 
JW: It's like the monkey one? 
Cesar: One little monkey jumpin' on 
table (giggles). 
the 
JW: One little monkey jumpin' on the 
table and what happened to that 
monkey? 
Cesar: He broked his head. 
JW: How did he break his head? 
Cesar: He started jumpin' then he fell. 
JW: He fell like the monkey fell off the 
bed? OK. And he broke his head and 
then what? 
Cesar: Mama called the doctors. 
JW: And then what happened? 
Cesar: He said. 
JW: What did he say? 
Cesar: We have a (inaudible) here. 
JW: He said what? 
We have what? 
Cesar: One monkey. 
JW: There's one monkey? What did the 
doctor say when he came? 
Cesar: He said you better don't jump on the 
bed. 
JW: You better don't jump on the bed? 
Cesar: Then his mother left then they jump 
on the bed. 
JW: Then what happened? 
Cesar: He broke his-- 
JW: You know, when you told me the table 
song with the monkey jumping on the 
table, had you heard that before, or 
did you make that up from the monkey 
jumping-on-the-bed song? Did you 
make it up? 
Cesar: I heard it in the little-kids school 
JW: You heard it in the little-kids 
school? 
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Cesar 
JW 
Cesar 
I was in kindergarten. 
The Monkey on the Bed song? 
No. 
JW The Monkey on the Table? 
Cesar The Monkey on the Bed. 
OK. Now how about the monkeys on the 
table? You made that one up your¬ 
self . . .? 
Cesar: Nods. 
Fig. 67 CESAR—TASK III 
No written text. 
Cesar, like Donald, was able to produce a richer 
text in oral language than he was able to write down. 
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He was also able to produce the genre of a song 
although he was not able to represent it in 
conventional form. Like Rosa in the previous 
discussion, he was taking the elements of language that 
he knew and generating them into new ones. In Task 
HI, Cesar drew a picture of four children in 
kindergarten singing the song, »Five Little Monkeys". 
He generated this piece out of the discussion from Task 
II. This was similar to what Alejandro did when he 
wrote down the story of leaminn y r learning the nursery rhyme, 
”Hey Diddle Diddle". Cesar's process and deep 
structure are similar to those of other writers. His 
surface text was different, however. Like the writer 
Latrice (see Chapter 2) in Harste, Woodward, and 
Burke s study, (1984) his representations, although not 
conventional, are the "real artifacts of literacy." 
Summary for Question la 
There are as many processes as there are writers 
m this study. This section of the dissertation has 
described the five general ways in which writers went 
about their work. Some children took very few risks 
across the three tasks. Other children gradually began 
to take risks, and still others took risks at every 
turn. For many of the minority writers, risk-taking 
occurred in the second task, where their memorized 
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texts forced them to attempt functional spellings. The 
way in which they accomplished this task was very 
different from the way in which they had done the 
previous one. Some children did not interpret 
"writing" in the same way that adults usually do and 
drew or produced alternative forms. As shown in the 
last section of this discussion, two writers produced 
their richest responses in oral language. My presence 
at the writing table affected the processes of some 
writers. Some children immediately established a 
rapport with me and chatted with me as they made their 
own decisions about writing. Other children followed 
my general suggestions about what to write and then 
made their own decisions. Others saw me as someone who 
would confirm the decisions they were making as they 
wrote, and some children established very little eye 
contact with me and either struggled or breezed through 
the tasks on their own. 
In the next section of this dissertation, I will 
describe the products which the writers produced. I 
will begin with a description of the organization in 
the pieces and will then document the spelling, genre, 
and the length of the pieces. 
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Products 
In this section of the dissertation, I will 
address Question lb: How do the products differ in 
organization, genre, spelling, and length? I will 
focus on the products that the writers produced. I 
first describe the organization of the pieces and 
then the genre and spellings. Finally, I will describe 
the length of the pieces. 
Organization 
In response to Question lb, I investigated the 
different ways in which the writers organized their 
written responses. In all three tasks, there were 
three general categories of organization: Drawings, 
Alternate Forms, and Written Texts. There were several 
subcategories of written texts which formed a continuum 
of responses from the word list to the single sentence, 
to sentence lists, to texts that flowed with a return 
sweep to the next line (Table 4, Page 188) 
(Table 5, Page 189), and (Table 6, Page 190). Many 
writers seemed to use their organizational decisions 
about the placement of the words on the line in place 
of punctuation. 
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Drawings 
Drawings were done by writers as a response to all 
three tasks. In Task I, seven participants did 
drawings, in Task II, this number fell to four, and in 
Task III, six writers did drawings. Many drawings were 
primarily a vocabulary of lines and forms. These 
drawings are described by Gardner (1980) and are 
typically drawn by young children or beginning writers. 
In these drawings, children are experimenting with a 
variety of combinations of lines and shapes, and the 
effect of their placement on the page. These shapes 
include circles, squares, triangles, rectangles, and 
mandalas. The children also utilize the space in 
between the placement of the figures as "negative 
space" which separates the "figure" from the "ground" 
on which it has been placed (Fig. 68) 
Fig. 68 DRAWING—EX^.'1PLE OF NEGATIVE SPACE 
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Table 4. Total Number of Writers Producing Each 
Organizational Pattern in Task I. 
20 
18 
16 
14 
12 
10 
8 
6 
4 
2 
0 
DRAW ALT WORD SINGLE SENT URSFT PRSFT 
FORM LIST LINE LIST 
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Table. 5. Total Number of Writers Producing Each 
Organizational Pattern in Task II. 
DRAW ALT FORM WORD SINGLE SENT LIST URSFT PRSFT 
LIST LINE 
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Table 6. Total Number of Writers Producing Each 
Organizational Pattern in Task III. 
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Gardner (1980) sees the placement of these lines 
and forms as precursors of syntax. The children place 
certain shapes in a particular place to represent an 
object or class of objects (Fig. 69). They then begin 
to develop these drawings into scenes. 
Fig. 69 DRAWING--SHAPES INTO A FIGURE 
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Maritza, a process-writing student, drew a 
detailed scene in response to Task I. she employed the 
lines and forms, and she produced a far more detailed 
scene. She began with the outline of a house and added 
a door, window, chimney, trees, flowers and grass. 
She then drew two figures, again advancing in an 
organized fashion. For each figure, she drew the head, 
eyes, face, body, legs, feet, arms, buttons, hair. She 
then added other details into the scene. She added 
in the sidewalk, clouds, rain, birds, and trees. 
When I asked Maritza to tell me about her picture she 
said, "It's raining and the birds are flying. Me and 
my sister were outside having fun in the rain." She 
wrote the word "me" above one of the figures in the 
picture. 
Fig. 70 DRAWING—SHAPES INTO A SCENE 
Drawing with label "Me" 
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Children who are watching their drawings take 
shape on the page are apt to talk about the figure as 
emerges, but children who draw pictures with the 
intention to represent real objects sometimes go 
through a revision process that is similar to that of a 
child correcting a misspelled word. Once the drawing 
(or part of it) has been done, they look at it (read 
it) and then make necessary corrections. Maritza looked 
at her picture and erased and adjusted a section of 
cloud that descended too low in the scene. (Fig, 70, 
page 193). The corners of the figures eventually begin 
to round out, and the picture appears to be less 
geometric" as the child comes closer to representing 
actual objects. Later, the children will group certain 
letters together to represent words and will then group 
these words to represent phrases and sentences. Some 
writers both drew and wrote as they worked on their 
pieces. I generally categorized these pieces at the 
highest level of conventional written form present in 
the piece. 
Alternate Forms 
Alternate forms are symbol systems other than 
written texts or drawings, which writers used to 
represent concepts. There were very few of these types 
of samples in the study. In Task I there were two 
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Alternate Form responses. In Task II there was one. 
Timmy wrote numerals from one to one hundred as his 
response to Task I. Cesar used the numeral "5" and a 
series of straight lines to represent the words in a 
song in Task II. Generally, the children who were 
using alternate forms in their writing were not fully 
confident in employing the alphabetic context of 
written language. In Task III there were no Alternate 
Form responses. 
Written Texts 
As stated above, there were several subcategories 
of written texts which formed a continuum of responses 
from the word list to connected texts, which included 
the single-line sentence, to sentence lists, to texts 
that flowed with a return sweep to the next line. 
These subcategories were present in all three tasks. 
Word Lists 
There were a variety of different types of word 
lists. Although there were differences in the contents 
of the word lists and in the arrangement of the words 
on the page, the differences do not seem to be great 
enough to warrant dividing them into separate 
categories; therefore, I will describe all of them 
under the general heading of "word lists. Twelve 
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writers wrote word lists in response to Task I. six 
writers did so in Task II; these were mainly lists of 
memorized spelling or rhyming words. Only two writers 
wrote word lists in Task III. The context of this 
task, which required children to write something about 
themselves, elicited connected texts rather than lists. 
Across the three tasks some lists were single columns 
of words; other lists combined single columns and 
multiple columns of words; other lists combined were 
"line lists" which stretched from left to right across 
the page. These lists were different from the 
single-line texts in that they did not have a connected 
thread of meaning or a sense of syntax. Some lists 
were written in prephonemic spelling, but they were 
included as word lists because of the child's attempt 
at listing them as words. Occasionally, a list 
contained punctuation such as periods in abbreviations. 
Some lists included names of relatives or print that 
had been displayed in their classrooms, like the day of 
the week or month of the year (Fig. 71) . 
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wi'ii we +Ke a. 
UP X Sohsix 
Ko\\ FeUu ary 
Fig. 71 WORD LIST 
will, we, the, a, up, I, school, six and, hall, 
February 
In some pieces the association of meaning or word 
likeness apparently generated the next response. For 
example, one child wrote "cat" and then wrote "dog." 
Another child wrote "fox" and then "box." 
Connected Texts 
The "connected texts" approximate sentences or an 
accumulation of sentences. Unlike the word lists, the 
words in these pieces have a consistently connected 
thread of meaning. In this task many of the 
participants were writing for the sake of writing, 
testing hypotheses about written language. Their sense 
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of sentence is emerging; and, as adults, we have to 
acknowledge their approximations of sentences. The 
pieces are written from left to right, and there is 
generally evidence of spacing between words. The texts 
usually begin with a noun or a pronoun, followed by a 
verb and direct object or predicate adjective. There 
is frequently a lack of punctuation and a lack of 
consistency in the use of capitalization, which tends 
to obscure the syntax, especially in longer pieces. 
These texts are readily recognized as sentences when 
read out loud, however. Developmentally, these are the 
child's approximations of sentences. The organization 
of the writing in these pieces is intricately connected 
to the child's intention. Other writers have extended 
the sentence genre to produce longer pieces that 
contain a number of sentences which have a connected 
thread of meaning. These are evolving toward story. 
The pieces range in length from four to seventy-three 
words. In this section I will describe the progression 
of the four kinds of "connected texts" writers 
produced. 
Single-line responses 
Single-line responses are connected texts that 
extend across one line on a page (Fig. 72). 
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~JL 
<u Y 
Fig. 72 SINGLE-LINE TEXT 
I have a car today, and I have a real baby. 
Generally, they approximate a sentence. Single-line 
responses are often not punctuated because the writer 
is using the end of the line as a stopping point in 
place of end-stop punctuation. In Task I, two writers 
produced single-line responses. In Task II, eight 
participants produced these responses, and in Task III, 
seven writers produced these. 
Sentence Lists 
Sentence lists were an extension of the 
single-line text. These sentences were written under 
each other. These sentences contained one-concept-per- 
line, but they did not generally contain end-stop 
One child had spacing between his words punctuation. 
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in the beginning of a line but squeezed words together 
in order to complete a thought on a line. This 
consistent and persistent pattern indicates that the 
writers were using the organization of the words to 
separate concepts in place of punctuation. There was 
very little evidence of punctuation in these pieces. 
Many of these pieces contained sentences that resembled 
those found in basal readers or repeated sequences of 
text like "I love" or "I like", to which the children 
added additional words to generate a new idea (Fig. 
73) . 
—r / , , -r i * k C aevrery 
^ 1 Yo w Ofnd J— 
'Z- L , u hnr /vio^ahj Ock D 
X Uo\J cy0oi Mo ^ oinc/ Do, D 
OH Da n ' C I Icy! +oo' 
Fig. 73 SENTENCE LIST 
I like you and I like everyone. 
I like my Mom and Dad. 
I love you Mom and Dad. 
Oh Danielley! Too! 
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In Task I, 13 writers produced sentence lists. These 
pieces contained a very high percentage of 
conventionally spelled words. One boy (H,m,p) composed 
ten simple sentences about cats (Fig. 74) 
T U „ 1 N/e of)e Ccr^ 9^^ 
Aey'h 
' [LfO 
n C4-':/! I\c cat, 
fn y cci-f- 
myr 7 c<* t- 
fny ~f~ /s P 
6h& is 
' e 
Th^ 3 r ^ -f 
0[ 
Fig. 74 SENTENCE LIST 
I like cats. 
Cats are good. 
But my cat mother does not like cats. 
They run. 
My cat gets fish. 
My cat is Pablo. 
She is little. 
The dog ran for my cat. 
genre. This piece is an attribute story or "all about" 
Ninety-three percent of the words in this piece were 
spelled conventionally. In the other tasks, the 
pattern of a high percentage of conventional spelling 
was not as evident. In Task II, nine writers produced 
sentence lists, and in Task III, ten writers produced 
them. 
Unpunctuated Return-sweep Flow Texts 
Once writers broke away from the pattern of 
representing one-concept-per-line, they began to write 
texts that flowed in a continuous strand from one line 
to the next, the way adults' texts do. Many of these 
pieces did not contain punctuation. Some of the 
concepts were connected with the words "and, "and 
then, " or "so" which the writer may have been using in 
place of punctuation (Fig. 75). 
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Fig. 75 UNPUNCTUATED RETURN-SWEEP FLOW TEXT 
One day we went to Stagewest. We saw many pictures and 
heard many poems. Then some bears came up where I was 
sitting. I screamed. My friend was sitting next to 
me. She did not scream. It was good. 
In Task I, nine writers produced these texts. In both 
Task II and Task III, 16 writers produced these texts, 
although they were not the same 16 participants. 
Punctuated Return-sweep Flow Texts 
There were other pieces that retained the 
continuous flow from line-to-line but also contained 
periods as end-stop punctuation and generally showed 
evidence of spacing between whole concepts. These do 
not include pieces that contained only exclamation 
marks. The pieces also contained typical story 
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language like "The End" or and acknowledgement of the 
author's name. Many of these stories were evolving 
from sentences to attribute stories or action sequence 
stories. The topics of the stories, centered around 
personal themes and the personal experiences of the 
children: school, family members and events, church, 
pets, and the children themselves (Fig. 76). 
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Fig. 76 PUNCTUATED RETURN-SWEEP FLOW TEXT 
When my sister lost a tooth, she put it under 
her pillow. And the tooth fairy came. 
And took her tooth! And in the morning she looked 
under her pillow. And found a dollar. And ran down 
stairs and told my Daddy. And she was surprised. 
My dog is a nice dog. And her name is Gretchen. 
She is a Rotweiler. She’s a big dog. I love my dog. 
And she loves me. 
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In Task I, five writers produced these kinds of 
texts. One writer composed ai entire story, using the 
characters and vocabulary from the reading book. This 
piece evolved from simple sentences to the genre of a 
complete basal-reader story or a play. in Task II, five 
writers again produced these texts, but these were not 
the same five participants who had produced these texts 
in Task I. All of the writers who produced these texts 
in the first two tasks were process writers. In Task III, 
seven writers produced these texts. This number included 
both process and nonprocess writers. 
Organization Summary 
As described above, the writers in this study 
consistently organized their pieces of writing. The 
organizational strategies ranged from the simple place¬ 
ment of words in columns to the continuous organization 
of lengthy texts that moved from left-to-right down the 
page. Some writers did not write words on. the page but 
employed organizational strategies in drawing their 
pictures. When writers ran out of room and were unable 
to continue using one strategy, they would frequently 
try an alternative strategy. Punctuation generally ac¬ 
companied the single-line pieces. In pieces which were 
more complex, the writer's emphasis seemed to center on 
text production and getting the words down on the page, 
and there was less emphasis on punctuation. 
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Genre 
Patterns 
Genre was a second area that I investigated in 
response to Question lb. I wanted to see which genre 
children incorporated into their written responses. in 
Tasks I and III, the responses were generally limited 
to word lists, sentences, attribute stories, or 
action-sequence stories (narratives). in Task III, one 
child wrote a fairy tale, but other genre did not occur 
m the first and third tasks. In Task II, there were 
six specific genre which emerged from my suggestions of 
the types of text that the writers might know by heart. 
These included songs, jokes, poems, rhymes (Fig. 77). 
Wcg \N^ S (M\ 
^ Ko W ina 5 Keo 
SV\t tvxd 5otfl\c\Ay CV'ffA 
to wan) Do 
Fig. 77 NURSERY RHYME 
There was an old woman who lived in shoe. She had so 
many children she didn't know what to do. 
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oaths, (Fig. 78), stories and texts heard on 
television. Four percent of the participants in the 
study wrote oaths, six percent wrote texts from 
television, ten percent wrote jokes, sixteen percent 
wrote rhymes or poems, twelve percent wrote stories and 
twenty-two percent wrote songs. The remaining 
participants drew or composed original text. 
x ^ _^ 
^9 fA V d» 
J o 
pr<* 
^ I'AV C Od 
BOtY-tV- POO 
^ \ t Qd J ^ b £€ 
C ar^ee- 
Fig. 78 OATH 
I a C_ promise . . . 
I promise to do my best. 
Do my duty--god and my country. 
And obey the law of the pack. 
Just as the organizational forms described above 
are recognized as the child's approximations of 
sentences, so, too, these pieces must be recognized as 
the child's approximations of genre. The jokes, for 
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example, contain the question-answer format but are not 
necessarily funny. A typical example of this is 
Mandy's joke: "Why did the dog cross the road? 
Because he saw the cat!" Mandy giggled to herself as 
she wrote this, but I did not see the humor! Children 
also frequently misinterpreted the name of a genre and 
said that they were writing a "joke" when they were 
actually writing a "rhyme." Clementine (b,f,p) first 
thought about writing a song by heart, but she could 
not recall enough to write. I then suggested that she 
write a poem, story, joke, or riddle. She said, "I 
think I know a riddle." When I asked her how it went, 
she said, "Is it like a rhyme?" I said, "Like a 
rhyme?" She then said, "I only know one of like on a 
Mother Goose." She then said that she knew "The Old 
Woman Who Lived In a Shoe." She then recited the first 
two lines of the rhyme, which she wrote down without 
hesitation. Clementine needed some coaching to clarify 
what she was going to write; then she was able to 
continue without hesitation. 
Genre Summary 
As described above, the responses to Task I and 
Task III were generally sentences or personal 
narratives. In Task II, six specific genre emerged 
from my suggestions of the types of text that the 
writers might know by heart. These included songs, 
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jokes, poems and rhymes, oaths, stories and texts heart 
on television. Some of the genre were represented 
orally or in alternative forms, and many were 
children's approximations of the genre, rather than 
true examples of the literary form. 
Spelling 
Patterns 
As a third part of my investigation of Question 
lb, I analyzed the spelling strategies used by the 
writers in this study. in this section, I will 
describe those spelling strategies. 
When I asked Leontyne, a black nonprocess writer, 
to write anything at all she gave me a puzzled look and 
said, "Does it have to be like it. . . Does it have to 
be like it always be?" I looked equally puzzled and 
asked her if she wanted to know if the words had to be 
spelled right? She said, "Yeah." I told her to just 
"spell as best you can, try anything at all that you'd 
like. If you can't spell it, then just pretend to 
spell it." For the writers in this study, the spelling 
did not have to be "like it always be." Taking the 
risk of producing functional spellings made a major 
difference in the types of texts that they produced. 
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Across the three tasks all types of functional 
spellings were produced. For the purposes of this 
discussion, I will first list the types of functional 
spellings that were found in each task. I will begin by 
reviewing the patterns of functional spelling which 
were presented earlier in this dissertation. The 
following are the five patterns of functional spelling 
defined by Graves (1983) : 
Level I Spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer spells by using the 
initial consonant in a word. 
Level II Spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer spells by using the 
initial and final consonants in a word. 
Level III Spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer spells by using the 
initial, medial, and final consonants in a word, but 
none of the vowels. 
Level IV Spellings are defined by Graves as 
spellings in which the writer uses initial, medial, and 
final consonants, and vowel placeholders. The vowels 
will not be correct, but the realization by the child 
that words contain vowels is a step f rward. 
Level V Spellings are defined by Graves as 
conventional spellings. 
In addition to Grave's patterns, Temple (1982) 
describes the following two patterns: 
211 
Prephonemic spellings are representations of words 
with letters which have no letter/sound connections to 
the intended word. These spellings are employed by 
children who have not yet reached an understanding of 
the alphabetic context of written English. 
Early phonemic spellings are representations of 
words with one or more of the letters which have a 
sound connection to the word. The letter is 
frequently, but not always, the initial letter in the 
word. 
Children also use the following strategies when 
they are spelling: 
A transposed-recall spelling is a spelling of a 
word that includes all of the letters in the word, but 
the letters do not appear in correct sequence. These 
spellings take place when the writer begins to use 
words that he has noticed in print and occur frequently 
when the writer is attempting to recall nonphonetic 
words like "said" or "does." A child who spells the 
word "said" as "siad" is using a transposed-recall 
spelling. First-grade writers often notice the 
incorrect sequence of the letters in their transposed- 
recall spellings and correct them immediately. When a 
writer does this, he has converted the spellings task 
from strictly recall to the easier task of recognition. 
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Letter-name spelling is a strategy that children 
employ when they use sound of the letter name to choose 
an appropriate symbol. The child who begins the word 
"what" with the letter "y" is spelling by letter name. 
Sometimes phonetic patterns from a child's first 
language will effect his spelling in a second language. 
In this study, when native Spanish speakers wrote in 
English, there was evidence of Spanish phonetic 
influence in their spellings. 
Across Task I, there were transposed-recall 
spellings, prephonemic, and early phonemic spellings as 
well as spellings from Levels II through V 
(conventional). In Task II, there were transposed- 
recall spellings from Levels I through V found in this 
task. In this task, there were also spellings that had 
a Spanish-phonetic influence. Across Task III, the 
spellings ranged from early phonetic spellings through 
Level V (conventional) spellings—including 
transposed-recall spellings. Children who had written 
prephonemic spellings in the earlier tasks made at 
least one letter/sound association for the words they 
wrote in this task. Again, there were spellings that 
had a Spanish-phonetic influence in Task III. The 
following table (page 213) gives examples of the 
different types of spelling strategies used within the 
three tasks. 
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Table 7. Spelling Strategies Across Three Tasks 
Task I 
Prephonemic 
Spelling: chesnenen 
(no meaning 
assigned 
by child) 
Early Phonemic sunsh 
Spelling: (sunshine) 
Level I: N/A 
Level II: mg 
(morning) 
Level III: prt 
(parrot) 
Level IV: gome 
(game) 
Level V: man 
Transposed- og 
recall: (go) 
Letter Name: Y 
(why) 
Spanish 
Phonetic 
N/A 
Influence: 
Task II Task III 
ot N/A 
(I) 
feo 
(fiddle) 
cha 
(trash) 
H 
(home) 
c 
(come) 
hd 
(hurt) 
(voiced "d" 
replacing 
unvoiced "t") 
s f 
(self) 
chkks 
(chicks) 
bicos 
(because) 
plutil 
(Pluto) 
Why you 
Sheo 
(shoe) 
dna 
(and) 
wavz ervz 
(was) (years) 
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Spelling Strategies 
Throughout the sessions, I gained information about 
the writers' spelling strategies. in the next section, 
I will compare the spelling of two pairs of writers, 
Jack and Jared (in Task I) and Kim and Claribel (in Task 
II). I will then describe Jared's process of correcting 
a transposed-recall spelling in Task III. 
—sk 1• Jack's and Jared's pieces from Task I 
(Fig. 79, and 80) illustrate the difference in 
conventionally spelled and functionally spelled pieces. 
wlMyotlCO m?hohne 
j f <s here 
Do you 1 he if 
y; s/v/ f\e, x/v7 Kb r0isif 
Fig. 79 JACK CONVENTIONAL SPELLING 
Will you come home? 
It is here. 
Do you like it? 
Where is it? 
X T\ Yq 
ty Th; ro 
r+ 
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Fig. 80 JARED FUNCTIONAL SPELLING 
I have a birthday. 
My mom bought me a present. 
It was a truck and a fire engine. 
Jack's and Jared's products are quite different, but 
their processes in writing the pieces are similar. 
Both wrote without hesitation and produced their piece 
quickly. Jack began without comment. When I asked 
Jared what he was going to write, he told me that he 
would write about his birthday. Both boys read their 
completed pieces for me when finished. Jack is a 
nonprocess writer. His piece contains 14 words 
(excluding two which he crossed out), all of which are 
spelled conventionally. These are mainly basal- 
vocabulary words. His piece contains both declarative 
and interrogative sentences and resembles a basal- 
reading text. Jared is a process writer. He is 
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accustomed to writing in functional spelling in his 
classroom. His piece contains 17 words, only 10 of 
which are spelled conventionally. The other seven 
words in Jared's piece are personal vocabulary. The 
ideas in Jared's piece are connected. He is developing 
a single topic. Jack's sentences are not connected and 
seem like isolated segments that he is trying to 
remember. 
Table 8. Comparison of Jack and Jared's Spelling 
Strategies 
Jack's Piece 
will you come home 
it is here 
Do you like it 
where is it 
Conventional Version 
Will you come home? 
It is here. 
Do you like it? 
Where is it? 
Jared1s Piece 
I have a Brtdy 
my mim Bat me a pras 
it wis a trtk and a 
Conventional Version 
I have a birthday 
My mom bought me a 
present. 
It was a truck and a 
fire engine. 
In Task I, the writings of many writers resembled 
Jack's, and there were clear divisions between the 
spellings of process writers and the spellings of 
nonprocess writers. Ten writers (20 percent of all 
participants) had spelled all of the words in 
conventional spelling. Among the group of writers who 
produced words lists, four of the nine nonprocess 
it 
Friign 
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writers employed no functional spellings at all. 
Among those writers who produced connected written 
texts, there are further spelling differences between 
process and nonprocess writing students. As a group, 
the process-writing students had a wider range of 
functional spellings in their pieces. Their attempts 
contained all of the functional spellings patterns. 
The '.onprocess students' pieces contained spellings in 
Levels IV and V only. Children from the nonprocess 
classrooms spelled up to 19 percent of their pieces in 
functional spelling. The children in process 
classrooms spelled up to 45 percent of the words in 
their pieces in functional spelling. The process 
writers were taking more risks than the nonprocess 
writers and were attempting to spell personal 
vocabulary. 
Task II. Writers also took greater risks with 
functional spelling in Task II as compared in Task I, 
and only two writers (four percent of all participants) 
spelled all of the words in conventional spelling. In 
Task II, three process writers wrote the entire piece 
in 100 percent functional spelling; the nonprocess 
writers wrote up to 80 percent of their pieces in 
functional spelling. 
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The reason for these changes was that the writers 
were now writing a text that was framed from a specific 
context. Writers needed to recall rhymes, songs, 
stories and jokes. These pieces of writing contained 
words that the writers (especially the nonprocess 
writers) were not likely to know how to spell from 
memory. The texts forced the writers to attempt 
functional spelling. The writers who produced these 
songs employed a variety of spelling strategies. 
Kenisha (b,f,np) had written only three words in 
response to the first task, all of which were spelled 
conventionally. In Task II, she wrote the "Battle Hymn 
of the Republic." Fifty-six percent of the words were 
written in functional spelling. Many of these were 
Level I or Level II spellings. She wrote "glory, 
glory, Hallelujah, glory, glory, Hallelujah" as 
g g h g g h. She also represented the spelling of the 
word "truth" with the letters "ch." It is common for 
first-grade students to represent the sound of the 
letter "tr" with the letters "ch." Leroy (b,m,p) sang 
12 verses of "This Old Man Came Rolling Home." He then 
wrote out the first verse and chorus in functional 
spelling. He wrote this piece almost entirely in Level 
I functional spelling. For example he spelled man, 
"m". He attempted a Level II spelling of the word 
"knack" representing the initial sound with the letter 
"n" and the voiced final sound of "ck" with "g." He 
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also represented the initial "Th" in the word "this" 
with the letter "D" which is typical of a speaker of 
Black English. Alejandro (H,m,p) wrote the nursery 
rhyme "Hey Diddle Diddle", and 44 percent of his words 
were written in functional spelling. In his previous 
piece only two of his eight words (25 percent) were 
written in functional spelling. 
Claribel (H,f, np) and Kim (w,f,p) wrote the same 
song and came up with variant spellings for the same 
words (Fig. 81 and 82). 
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Fig. 81 CLARIBEL'S SPELLING 
I was young, I had no sense. I bought a fiddle for 
eighteen pence. The only tune that I could play was over 
the hills and very far away. So early in the morning 
before the break up day, my Aunt Jane she called me and 
she gave me tea out of her wee tin. Half a bag of 
sugar on the top and three dark lumps out of her wee 
her wee shop. So early in the morning, so early in the 
morning before the break up day. 
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Fig. 82 KIM'S SPELLING 
When I young, I had no sense. I bought a fiddle for 18 
pence. The only thing that I could play was over the 
hills and very far away. 
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All of the spellings listed below are Level IV 
spellings. Although there are slight differences in 
the girls' spelling, both are moving toward 
conventional forms. 
Table 9. Comparison of Claribel and Kim's Spelling 
Strategies 
Claribel's Spellings Kim's Spellings 
Hispanic Female 
Nonprocess 
White Female 
Process 
yogn (young) ying (young) 
sas (sense) sans (sense) 
oner (only) onle (only) 
bat (bought) bit (bought) 
Because they employed these functional spelling 
strategies, many of the writers increased the length of 
their responses to Task II considerably over the length 
of their responses to Task I. Kenisha's responses 
increased from three words to 39 words; Leroy's 
responses increased from four words to 29 words, 
Alejandro's, from eight words to 34 words, and 
Claribel's, from 34 to 89 words. 
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Task III. Writers continued to take greater risks 
with functional spelling in Task III. in Task I, 20 
percent of the writers had spelled all of the words in 
their pieces in conventional spelling; in Task II, four 
percent did this. In Task III, of those writers who 
were writing connected texts, no writers spelled all of 
the words in conventional spelling. This meant that as 
writers attempted connected written texts, they were 
also attempting functional spelling. Generally, the 
texts in Task III were shorter than the texts in Task 
II, but those writers who had attempted functional 
spelling in Task II continued attempting functional 
spelling in Task III. 
One pattern of functional spelling that appeared 
in all of the tasks was transposed-recall spelling. 
In Task III, Jared wrote the word "and" in transposed- 
recall spelling. Often writers do not correct 
transposed-recall spellings, but when writers have 
noticed the word in print, they begin to recognize that 
their written version does not match the one they 
recall from their reading. Then they are able to make 
a correction. This process is similar to that of an 
adult who writes down two spellings of the same word 
and then tries to judge which one is correct. The 
following is an excerpt from Jared's transcript where 
he notices that he had transposed the order of the 
letters -in the word. 
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Jared: Messed up a-n-d. 
JW: You messed up? What did you put 
down? 
Jared: A d-n-d (Final letter had been an 
"a" which Jared wrote over, making it 
appear to look like a "d".) 
JW: You put d-n-d? 
Jared: Yuh. 
JW: And what do you want instead, Jared? 
Jared: a-n-d. 
JW: a-n-d. And did you write over it? 
Jared: Yuh. 
JW: Yes? OK. And you told me, so I know 
what that says now—so that's fine. 
At this point, Jared continued writing, but then 
he went back to talking about the transposed spelling. 
He talked about the fact that he "went backward" but 
said that he did not do it often. 
Jared: I w-went to Disney. I saw Mickey and 
Minnie. 
JW: You did? 
Jared: And Goofy. 
JW: 
Jared: 
And Goofy, too? 
I went backwards, huh? 
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JW: And what, honey? 
Jared: I did it backwards 'cuz I went 
d-n-a. 
JW: You went? 
Jared: d-n- 
JW: d-n-a? You started with the d 
Jared: Yeah. 
JW: And you went backwards? 
Jared: Yuh. 
JW: Do you do that a lot? 
Jared: Not that much. 
Spelling Summary 
? 
Many of the writers in this study employed 
functional spellings in their pieces. The use of 
personal vocabulary broadened the scope of the pieces 
that were written in functional spelling, even when the 
sentence structures were similar to the conventionally 
spelled pieces. The writers in this study employed all 
five spelling patterns that are described by Graves 
(1983). They also showed evidence of the prephonemic 
and early phonemic spellings that are described by 
Temple (1982). Hispanic writers showed some evidence 
of Spanish influence in their spellings. Yet, when a 
Hispanic writer and a white writer wrote the same song, 
using different functional spellings, it was evident 
225 
that they were both moving toward conventional forms. 
Writers also employed the strategy of spelling a word 
by using the sound of the letter name. Participants 
also wrote transposed-recall spellings. Writers, like 
Jared, who were rereading and revising, made 
corrections in these. 
Length 
Patterns 
Length was another aspect of the writers' products 
that I investigated in response to Question lb. Length 
was not a factor that held the same significance across 
all of the tasks. Length was a significant factor for 
several minority students, who had written very brief, 
conventionally spelled pieces in Task I but moved to 
longer, functionally spelled pieces in Task II. The 
specific length of these pieces has been documented in 
the descriptions of several writers, including Kenisha, 
Alejandro, Leroy, Richard and Julian. 
Some writers, like Rosa, generated their pieces of 
writing from a few words. These texts were most 
commonly found in Task I and Task III. I saw the 
extended length of these pieces as helpful for these 
writers, because the writers had more opportunities to 
take risks and employ organizational strategies than 
226 
they could with shorter pieces. The longer the writers 
stayed at the task, the more opportunities were created 
for engaging in the production of the written text. 
Rosa was able to generate a 32-word piece by 
recombining the words I, like, bike, new, and it. She 
also included the verb "buy" and titles of family 
members. The following is Rosa's generated text. 
I like my new bike. 
I have my mother buy it for me. 
I like it. My brothers likes it, too. 
My mother likes it, too. 
All my family likes my bike. 
For some pieces, especially in Task II, the length 
was determined by the genre the writer had selected. 
Jokes were limited to a question and answer format, so 
they were short in comparison to other genre. The 
length of the jokes in the study ranged from nine to 14 
words, while one song extended to 89 words. In the 
case of Kim and Claribel, who both wrote the same song, 
the length of the piece was determined by the way in 
which they turned their papers to write. Kim held her 
paper vertically and produced a 29-word piece. 
Claribel held her paper horizontally and produced a 
89-word piece. 
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Fatigue was a factor in determining the length of 
the pieces in the third task. Many children said that 
they wer-e tired. Brandon was one of these writers. 
The following is an excerpt from my conversation with 
him as he finished his third task. 
JW: Finished, Brandon? 
OK. Read this one. 
Brandon: This is a short one. 
When I was a baby 
When I was a baby, I was small 
And I was in the hospital. My 
Mother was in there, too. 
JW: Urn-hum. 
Brandon: 
JW: 
Brandon: 
JW: 
Brandon: 
And that's it. 
That's it? Do you want to add 
anything? 
Shakes head--no. 
Why was this a short one? 
Because I was getting tired. 
Length Summary 
There were variations in the length of the pieces 
across the study. Many writers who had produced 
limited texts in Task I produced much longer pieces 
when they wrote a memorized text in functional spelling 
in Task II. Longer texts gave writers opportunities to 
engage in text production. Length was sometimes 
affected by the choice of a genre, which dictated the 
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amount of the text to be produced; jokes, for example, 
are limited to simply a question-and-answer format. 
While these pieces were not long, they did provide an 
opportunity for the child to try out a new type of 
text. In general the pieces in Task III were the 
shortest in the study. Their brevity was most likely 
due to the factor of fatigue. 
Summary of Products 
In this section, I have described the 
organization, spelling, genre, and length of the pieces 
of writing in this study. I have described the 
variations that were found among all four factors in 
the written products. The contexts within which the 
three writing tasks were framed affected the outcome of 
the writing. Writers interpreted Task I in a variety 
of ways, which reflected their general perceptions of 
written language. The context of the memorized text in 
Task II, in which the participants were requested to 
write something they knew by heart, resulted in the 
most significant changes in the study. Writers, 
especially minority writers, took greater risks with 
this task. The resulting pieces varied in length, 
reflected a variety of genre, and contained complex 
organizational strategies and a high percentage of 
functional spellings. These changes generally carried 
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over into Task III, where writers continued to take 
risks with functional spelling. The organizational 
strategies employed in these pieces were not as complex 
as those in Task II, however, because in general the 
pieces were very short. These pieces were also 
generally personal statements or brief narratives—the 
genre which I had suggested. In the next section of 
this dissertation, I will report my findings for 
Question II and will describe the writing of the 
participants from process-writing classrooms and that 
of participants who were not from process-writing 
classrooms. 
Comparison of Process and Nonprocess Writers 
In response to Question II of this study, I 
investigated the variations in the responses of the 
children from process-writing classrooms and those of 
the children from classrooms that were not 
process-writing classrooms. I looked specifically at 
how these groups of writers set about the writing task, 
how they organized their pieces, and the degree to 
which they were taking risks in their pieces. 
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The Writers' Processes 
As shown in the responses to Question la, there 
are several results of Task I that indicate that the 
children from the process-writing classrooms took more 
risks than the nonprocess writers. The children from 
process-writing classrooms wrote consistently across 
the three tasks, and they generally did not need as 
much encouragement to write as the other participants 
did. The differentiations among the children from 
process-writing classrooms and the children from 
nonprocess-writing classrooms in terms of their 
classifications from Question la are as follows: 
Three of the eight writers (38 percent) in Group 
I, writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
language across the three tasks, were from 
process-writing classrooms. The five remaining writers 
(62 percent) were not. 
Two of the six writers (33 percent) in Group II, 
writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
English in Task I but produced richer texts in later 
tasks, were children from process-writing classrooms. 
The four remaining writers (67 percent) were not. 
Six of the fifteen writers (40 percent) in Group 
III, writers who initially wrote conventionally spelled 
texts but wrote functionally spelled texts in later 
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tasks, were children from process-writing classrooms. 
The nine remaining writers (60 percent) were not. 
Fourteen of the 19 writers (74 percent) in Group 
IV, writers who showed evidence of risk-taking across 
the three tasks, were process writers. The five 
remaining writers (26 percent) were not. Neither of 
the two writers who produced oral texts were process 
writers. 
Products 
As reflected in the products across the three 
tasks, there was further evidence that the children who 
were in process-writing classrooms were taking more 
risks, producing more texts, and using more complex 
organizational structures and punctuation than the 
children who were not from process-writing classrooms. 
I will present this evidence within the framework of 
each task. It is important to note that in Task II the 
children who were not familiar with process writing 
were encouraged to try out new genre and began to take 
some of the risks that children in process-writing 
classrooms took. 
In Task I, (Table 10, page 233) 75 percent of the 
participants who produced "written texts" were from 
process-writing classrooms. These responses provided 
opportunities for engagement in written-text 
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production. Both process and nonprocess writers asked 
questions about the texts, but the process writers 
initiated the writing task with less hesitation than 
the nonprocess writers. The latter group asked 
questions about spelling and said more frequently that 
they did not know what to write, while the process 
writers asked specific questions about the format of 
the pieces. The process writers generally showed very 
little hesitation to initiating their writing. When I 
asked writers to write or pretend to write anything at 
all, the general response from those writers who 
produced connected written texts was to write 
immediately without hesitation. With only one 
exception, the children who wrote these pieces did not 
comment while they were writing but rather wrote 
silently and then indicated when they were finished. 
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Table 10. Total Number of Process/Nonprocess Writers 
Producing Each Organizational Pattern in 
Task I 
20 
15 
10 
5 
0 
DRAW ALT FORM WORD LIST SINGLE SENT LIST URSFT 
LINE 
PRSFT 
■ NON-PROCS ■ PROCS 
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Among these responses, there was a rising 
continuum of differentiation in kinds of responses 
produced by the process and nonprocess writers. The 
differentiations were as follows; 
Only three of the 12 participants (25 percent) who 
produced word lists were process writers; 75 percent 
were not. 
There were only two single-line responses to this 
task. The responses were divided: one (50 percent) 
process, one (50 percent) nonprocess. 
Eight of the 13 children who produced 
sentence-list responses (62 percent) were process 
writers. Five (28 percent) were not. 
Six of the nine children who produced (67 percent) 
unpunctuated return-sweep flow texts were process 
writers; 33 percent were not. 
Five children (100 percent) who produced 
punctuated return-sweep flow texts were process 
writers. 
The nine writers who are not accounted for in this 
list drew pictures or produced alternate forms. 
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In Task II, (Table 11, page 236) 59 percent of the 
participants who produced written texts were from 
process-writing classrooms; the remaining 41 percent 
were from nonprocess classrooms. Among these 
responses, there were differentiations in the responses 
given by process and nonprocess writers, but the 
differentiations did not follow the same continuum as 
the responses in Task I. Because Task II was designed 
to elicit memorized texts from the participants, there 
was a general shift away from word lists as a greater 
number of nonprocess writers engaged in risk-taking. 
In Task I, 12 children had written words lists; in Task 
II only six children wrote word lists, as more children 
produced single-line texts and unpunctuated flow texts. 
The sequence of the recalled text seemed to move these 
pieces into different (and generally, more highly 
developed) organizational structures. The vocabulary 
necessitated the use of functional spelling. The 
process writers wrote longer pieces, completing a 
greater number of sentence lists, while more nonprocess 
writers wrote a single line of text. 
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Table 11. Total Number of Process/Nonprocess Writers 
Producing Each Organizational Pattern in 
Task II 
20 
15 
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LINE 
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The numbers of process and nonprocess writers producing 
texts that flowed with a return sweep to the next line 
were almost equal, but process writers punctuated these 
texts while nonprocess writers did not. In Task II, 
the differences in process and nonprocess writers 
became less distinct, as more children began to tap 
their stores of memorized texts. The differentiations 
in Task II were as follows: 
Three of the six (50 percent) writers who produced 
word lists were from process-writing classrooms. The 
remaining three (50 percent) were not. 
Two of the eight (25 percent) participants who 
produced single-line texts were process writers. The 
remaining six (75 percent) were not. 
Six of the nine (67) percent) participants who 
developed their responses into sentence lists were from 
process-writing classrooms. The remaining three (33 
percent) were not. 
Six of the 16 writers (37 percent) who produced 
unpunctuated return-sweep flow texts were from process 
classrooms. The remaining ten (63 percent) were not in 
process-writing classrooms. 
Five participants (100 percent) who produced 
punctuated return-sweep flow texts were from process 
classrooms. 
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The participants who are not accounted for either 
drew or produced an alternate form. One child did not 
respond to Task II. 
In Task III, (Table 12, page 239) even more 
writers produced written texts. The patterns of 
process writers producing a greater number of sentence 
lists and nonprocess writers producing more single-line 
texts continued. Again, numbers of process and 
nonprocess writers producing texts that flowed with a 
return sweep to the next line were close. In this 
task, nonprocess writers began to punctuate these 
texts. In the first Task, process writers' pieces were 
significantly different from the pieces of nonprocess 
writers. As the tasks went on and children became 
comfortable with taking risks and wrote texts they knew 
or wrote of things they knew about, the differences 
became less great. Forty-three writers (88 percent) 
gave their responses for Task III in written form. 
Fifty-one percent of these students were from process¬ 
writing classrooms and 49 percent were not. These 
percentages can be compared to the 75 percent of the 
participants who produced written texts and were from 
process-writing classrooms in Task I and the 59 percent 
from process-writing classrooms in Task II. Only seven 
percent of these participants wrote their responses as 
rows of letters or word lists; the remaining 93 percent 
wrote at least a single line of connected text. The 
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Table 12. Total Number of Process/Nonprocess Writers 
Producing Each Organizational Pattern in 
Task III 
■ NON-PROCS ■ PROCS 
participants who wrote word lists were all nonprocess 
writers. Forty students produced at least a single 
line of connected text. Fifty-five percent of these 
participants were process writers, 45 percent were not. 
Among these pieces, there were differentiations in the 
responses given by process and nonprocess writers. in 
Task III, no process writers produced word lists. 
Also, in the previous tasks nonprocess writers had not 
produced punctuated return-sweep flow texts, but in 
Task III, two writers produced these texts. The 
differentiations in Task III were as follows: 
Only two writers produced word lists in Task III. 
Neither writer was from a process-writing classroom. 
Two of the seven participants (29 percent) who 
produced single-line texts were from process-writing 
classrooms. The remaining five (71 percent) were not. 
Seven of the ten (70 percent) participants who 
wrote sentence lists were from process-writing 
classrooms. The remaining (30 percent) were not. 
In this task the percentage of those writers 
producing unpunctuated return-sweep flow texts was 
evenly divided: eight writers (50 percent) were from 
process-writing classrooms and eight (50 percent) were 
not. 
Five of the seven writers (71 percent) who 
produced punctuated return-sweep flow texts were from 
process classrooms. The remaining two writers (29 
percent) were not. 
The participants who are not accounted for either 
drew or produced an alternate form. One child did not 
respond to Task III. 
Process and Nonprocess Writers Summary 
As described above, the children from 
process-writing classrooms were generally less 
hesitant to write than the children who were from 
nonprocess classrooms. There were greater differences 
in the responses of the process and nonprocess writers 
in Task I than in the later tasks, however. The 
invitation to write a known text in Task II provided 
opportunities for nonprocess writers to take risks. As 
the sessions progressed, the nonprocess writers took 
more risks and produced texts that looked similar to 
those of the process writers. 
Black, White, and Hispanic Responses 
In response to Question III of this study, I 
investigated the variations in the responses of the 
black, white, and Hispanic writer. In this section, I 
will describe the responses of these groups. I looked 
specifically at how these groups of writers set about 
the writing task, how they organized their pieces, and 
the degree to which they took risks in their pieces. 
Black Writers 
There were a total of 14 black writers m the 
study. Seven were process writers and seven were 
nonprocess writers. I will first categorize them 
according to the processes described in Question la. I 
will then describe their products within the 
framework of each of the three task. 
Processes 
None of the eight writers in Group I, writers who 
revealed limited knowledge of written language across 
the three tasks, was black. 
Four of the six writers (67 percent) in Group II, 
writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
English in Task I, but produced richer texts in later 
tasks, were black. This number accounted for 29 
percent of blacks in the study. 
Three of the fifteen writers (20 percent) in Group 
III, writers who initially wrote conventionally spelled 
texts but wrote functionally spelled texts in later 
tasks, were black. This number accounted for 21 
percent of blacks in the study. 
Six of the nineteen writers (31 percent) in Group 
IV, writers who showed evidence of risk-taking across 
the tasks were black. This number accounts for 43 
percent of the blacks in the study. 
One of the two writers (50 percent) who produced 
oral texts was black. This writer accounts for seven 
percent of the total number of blacks in the study. 
Products 
In Task I, there were distinct differences in the 
processes and products of the black writers. All seven 
(100 percent) of the black process writers produced 
connected written texts, while only one (14 percent) of 
the black nonprocess writers did. The connected 
written texts had to contain at least one line of 
connected text. The pieces produced by the black 
process writers in Task I were either a list of 
sentences or a continuous text that returned to the 
next line. The process writers wrote whole texts, 
while the nonprocess writers concentrated on correct 
spelling or meticulous drawings. In Task I, 86 percent 
of the black nonprocess writers produced word lists or 
drawings. Thirty-three percent of the nonprocess 
writers doing drawing in Task I were black males. 
Task II, however, seemed to be a turning point 
that opened channels of written expression for many of 
the black writers. They were able to rely upon 
memorized connected texts but the vocabulary was 
beyond the scope of their daily conventional spellings 
therefore, they attempted functional spellings. Once 
risks were taken in Task II, the products of writers 
from nonprocess classrooms began to like those of the 
process writers. One-hundred percent of the black 
process writers (as in Task I) and 86 percent (as 
compared to 14 percent in Task I) of the black 
nonprocess writers wrote at least a single line of 
connected text in Task II. In this task the black 
writers who had previously focused upon listing 
conventionally spelled words produced written texts 
with connected meaning. They conversed with me, 
rehearsed, and wrote down whole texts that they 
recalled from memory. Sixty-four percent of the black 
writers produced either songs, stories, nursery rhymes 
or oaths that are commonly recognized in American 
culture. Their organizational strategies also shifted 
from a listing format to texts that moved from left-to- 
right and down-the-page. No black writers produced 
drawings as a response to Task II. 
In Task III, the black writers who were producing 
connected texts where now making greater gains. One- 
hundred percent of the black process writers and 86 
percent of the nonprocess writers were now producing 
connected texts. Again, these contained at least a 
list of sentences. One black nonprocess writer had now 
moved into writing a punctuated return-sweep flow text. 
The black writers were continuing to broaden focus to 
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the production of written texts with connected meaning. 
Their organizational strategies were becoming 
increasingly complex. 
There was some evidence of Black English in the 
spelling and syntax of the pieces, but it was not 
prevalent. An example of substituting /d/ for the 
initial /th/ sound occurred in Leroy's writing of "This 
Old Man", where he used the single consonant "D" as a 
I 
Level I spelling to represent the word "This." An 
example of a multiple negation occurred in one child's 
reading of his piece about his bike, which he read as, 
"I have a new bike, and it don't have no training 
wheels." He had also transposed the spelling of the 
word "no" to "on." This was an example of a functional 
spelling embedded in a line of dialect. His text would 
be difficult to interpret unless the reader understood 
both the dialect feature and the transposed spelling. 
There was also additional evidence of multiple negation 
in the oral language of the children as they conversed 
with me about the tasks. Lavonne told me, "I don't 
know no songs." Later when she was talking about 
characters on a TV cartoon, she said, "They ain't sing 
no songs." One example of Black English occurs in my 
conversation with Leontyne, which is described in the 
spelling discussion in this chapter, where she asked me 
about conventional spelling and said, Does it have to 
be the way it always be?'' The limited occurrence of 
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dialect features in the writing may have been due to 
the language background of the researcher. The 
participants may have limited their use of Black 
English because they were speaking to an adult, white 
female within a school setting. This limitation may 
also have been due to the fact that many writers 
produced word lists or memorized texts, like "The 
Battle Hymn of the Republic" or "Walk In the Light," 
which had their own specific vocabulary and syntax. 
White Writers 
There was a total of 22 white writers in the 
study. Eleven were process writers and eleven were 
not. One boy was only able to complete one task, which 
reduced to ten the number of process writers in Tasks 
II and III. I will first categorize the white writers 
according to the processes described in Question la. I 
will then describe their products within the framework 
of each of the three tasks. 
Processes 
Four of the eight writers (50 percent) in Group I, 
writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
language across the three tasks, were white. This 
number accounted for 18 percent of the white writers in 
the study. 
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One of the six writers (16 percent) in Group II, 
writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
English in Task I, but produced richer texts in later 
tasks, was white. This number accounted for four 
percent of white writers. 
Seven of the 15 writers (48 percent) in Group III, 
writers who initially wrote conventionally spelled 
texts but wrote functionally spelled texts in later 
tasks, were white. This number accounted for 32 
percent of whites in the study. 
Ten of the 19 writers (53 percent) in Group IV, 
writers who showed evidence of risk-taking across the 
three tasks, were white. This number accounts for 45 
percent of the white writers in the study. 
Neither of the two writers who produced an oral 
text was white. 
Products 
The samples in the study that contained the most 
conventionally written pieces came from the white 
writers who had been in process-writing classrooms. 
This was especially true in Task I. These white 
writers had the most advanced forms of organization, 
capitalization, and punctuation in their pieces. 
Several of the white writers talked about stories or 
making books at home. In Task I, 81 percent of the 
white process writers wrote connected texts of a single 
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line or more, while only 55 percent of the white 
nonprocess writers did. Thirty-three percent of the 
nonprocess writers who made drawings in Task I were 
white males. 
In Task II, only 70 percent of the white process 
writers produced connected texts of a single line or 
more, while 81 percent of the nonprocess writers did. 
The reason for these results is that the white process 
writers, in many cases, chose to construct their own 
texts rather than writing down memorized ones. Some 
composed lists of rhyming words, one wrote words that 
she could spell "by heart," and another drew a picture. 
The white writers also did not show the 
flexibility of producing the memorized songs and 
stories that was shown by the black and Hispanic 
writers. Only 19 percent of the white writers produced 
either songs, stories, nursery rhymes, or oaths that 
are commonly recognized in American culture. 
In Task III, 90 percent of the white process 
writers and 72 percent of the white nonprocess writers 
produced connected texts of a single line or more. 
Hispanic Writers 
There were 14 Hispanic writers in the study: seven 
process writers and seven nonprocess writers. I will 
first categorize them according to the processes 
described in Question la. I will then describe their 
products within the framework of each of the three 
tasks. 
Processes 
Four of the eight writers (50 percent) in Group I, 
writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
language across the three tasks, were Hispanic. This 
number accounted for 29 percent of the Hispanic writers 
in the study. 
One of the six writers (16 percent) in Group II, 
writers who revealed limited knowledge of written 
English in Task I but produced richer texts in later 
tasks, was Hispanic. This number accounted for seven 
percent of Hispanic writers in the study. 
Five of the fifteen writers (33 percent) in 
Group III, writers who initially wrote conventionally 
spelled texts but wrote functionally spelled texts in 
later tasks, were Hispanic. This number accounted for 
35 percent of the Hispanic writers in the study. 
Three of the nineteen writers (16 percent) in 
Group IV, writers who showed evidence of risk-taking 
across the three tasks were Hispanic. This number 
accounts for 21 percent of the Hispanic writers in the 
study. 
250 
One of the two writers (50 percent) who produced 
an oral text was Hispanic. This number accounts for 
seven percent of the Hispanic writers in the study. 
Products 
In Task I, 72 percent of the Hispanic process 
writers produced connected texts of a single line or 
more, while only 28 percent of the nonprocess Hispanics 
did. The Hispanic writers were often initially 
hesitant to write. Like the black writers, they 
frequently focused on correct conventional spelling in 
Task I; but they were generally willing to take risks 
in Task II, where many broke through to functional 
spelling. Seventy-one percent of the Hispanic process 
writers and fifty-six percent of the Hispanic 
nonprocess writers wrote connected texts in Task II. 
Forty-four percent of the Hispanics in the study wrote 
songs, stories, oaths, or nursery rhymes that are all 
well known in the American culture. Only one writer 
produced an alternate form response to Task II. This 
child was a Hispanic male, who was a nonprocess writer. 
His alternate form consisted of one numeral and a 
series of straight lines. With this alternate form, he 
was attempting to represent the verses of a song. 
By Task III, several Hispanic writers who had been 
writing word lists or conventionally spelled sentence 
lists initially were writing at least a single line of 
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text in functional spelling. Among Hispanic writers, 
86 percent of the process writers and 58 percent of the 
nonprocess writers produced texts that consisted of at 
least a single line of print and had a connected thread 
of meaning. Several Hispanic writers who had 
previously written word lists were now producing these 
texts. 
There was some evidence of the effect of the 
Spanish-phonetic influence in the writing samples of 
the Hispanic participants, but it was not highly 
prevalent. As described in an earlier section of this 
paper, Claribel was one writer who showed some evidence 
of this influence in her written English. She wrote 
the words "foera wa" to represent the phrase "far 
away." The word "fuera" indicates distance in Spanish. 
Claribel also wrote the word "only" as "oner," and 
Alejandro spelled "years" as "yerz." These spellings 
may stem from Spanish-phonetic influence, but the 
source of the spellings is difficult to determine 
precisely because monolingual-English writers produce 
similar spellings. As seen in the comparison of 
Claribel's and Kim's spellings which were presented 
earlier in this paper, the important question for 
teachers to ask is "What is the level of the child's 
functional spellings," rather than "What is the source 
of these spellings." In talking about her new bike, 
Rosa wrote, "I have my mother buy it for me 
II The 
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structure for this sentence may have stemmed from her 
first language. Jose who wrote two words to a lullaby, 
bebe (baby) and Dwlmta--functional spelling (go to 
sleep) in Spanish. These are examples of the direct 
influence of the Spanish language. As in the case of 
the black writers, the absence of the influence of 
initial language in the writing may have been due to 
the types of texts the Hispanic writers were producing, 
and also to the ethnicity and English-language 
background of the researcher. 
Summary of Black, White, Hispanic Writers 
As described in this section of the dissertation, 
there were differences in the processes and products of 
the black, white, and Hispanic writers in the study 
(Table 13, page 253), (Table 14, page 254), and 
(Table 15, page 255) . The black writers made the most 
significant shifts across tasks from writing in 
conventional spelling to breaking into functional 
spelling. The black and Hispanic writers also produced 
more memorized texts than the white writers. I will 
draw implications for the instruction of students based 
on this data in the following chapter. 
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Table 13. Percentage of Black, White, and Hispanic 
Writers in Each of the Five Process Response 
Groups. 
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Table 14. Percentage of Black, White, and Hispanic 
Writers Producing Connected Text 
100 
80 
60 
40 
20 
BLACK WHITE HISPAN. BLACK WHITE HISPAN. BLACK WHITE HISPAN. 
TASK ONd TASK TWO TASK THREE | 
■ PROCESS 1 NON PROCESS 
255 
Table 15. Percentage of Black, White, and Hispanic 
Writers Who Wrote Songs, Stories, Oaths, 
Nursery Rhymes. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS FOR INSTRUCTION, 
ASSESSMENT, AND FURTHER RESEARCH 
In the final chapter of this dissertation, I will 
present a summary of the results related to each 
question. I will also draw conclusions and 
implications for assessment, instruction, and further 
research. 
Summary of Results for Question I 
What process do innercity first-graders follow in 
formulating responses to writing tasks that are framed 
within three different contexts, and how the products 
differed in organization, genre, spelling and length? 
As stated in the introduction to this 
dissertation, Dillion and Searle (1981) question the 
widely held assumption that children succeed or fail in 
school in large part because of their ability or lack 
of ability in language. Ability might not be the real 
issue but rather the degree and quality of the 
knowledge of written language that the child brings 
with him into the first-grade classroom, based on his 
previous experiences and the ability of the teacher to 
elicit, interpret, and build upon this knowledge. 
Cook-Gumperz (1981) describes language demands of 
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literacy that all children face when they come to 
school. She states that the differences between 
written and spoken language create problems for the 
child learning to read because children come to school 
having learned spoken language with limited interaction 
with written language. Cook-Gumperz (1981) continues 
that in reading a written text a child needs to adopt a 
more decontextualized perspective than that required in 
oral communication. She also states that children need 
to be aware of their primary linguistic 
activities—listening and speaking. This 
metalinguistic awareness allows children to focus on 
the phonological, lexical, syntactic, semantic, and 
pragmatic levels of language. She adds that the 
acquisition of metalinguistic skills in school often 
requires that children use language in a different way 
than in their normal communication. Instead of 
focusing on content or meaning of language, they must 
focus on its form, particularly at the phonological 
level, in order to acquire decoding skills in reading. 
The classroom may be the first place where these 
students encounter tasks which require them to focus on 
these discrete skills. The type of instruction that 
this focus demands may be based solely upon 
phonological or alphabetic understandings and will fail 
to meet the needs of many of the participants in this 
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study. The students' normal communication outside of 
school may be highly contextualized; therefore, a gap 
will exist between their language perspectives and the 
decontextualized focus of their instruction. 
Furthermore, the phonological system of the initial 
language of many of these students may not even contain 
phonemes which their instructional tasks focus upon. 
The students may not be able to hear certain phonemes 
that they are required to isolate. Therefore, the 
analysis and synthesis of these phonemes are impossible 
tasks for these students to perform. Cook-Gumperz 
believes that the teacher is the key to helping 
children meet the language demands of school. She 
states: 
The role of the teacher in the acquisition of 
these new language skills is crucial. The 
teacher is the mediator through which 
students participate in most school 
activities. It is the teacher who sets the 
implicit as well as the explicit goals of the 
classroom and sets the rules for classroom 
language behavior, controls language behavior 
during classroom lessons, and is responsible 
for the evaluation of children's performance. 
Because of the central role that the teacher 
plays in classrooms, it is his or her 
behavior that determines, along with the 
child's background and language skill, the 
degree to which these new language uses can 
be learned. The teacher determines in large 
measure whether the transition to new 
language uses will be easy or difficult. The 
teacher's behavior toward children and her 
evaluation of their performance is not only 
dependent upon their actual performance but 
also upon his or her expectations and 
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cultural presuppositions about their 
abilities to perform school tasks. Teachers' 
attitudes and expectations play an important 
role in the way they treat children. Thus 
children's language use in school and its 
influence on school achievement is a product 
of their own abilities, their interactions 
with teachers and texts, and teachers' 
expectations and evaluation of their 
competence (1981, page 76). 
Other researchers are beginning to acknowledge the 
value of the child's own written language and are 
encouraging teachers to build upon it as the basis of 
classroom instruction. Using children's own written 
language as a medium from literacy instruction provides 
a way for children to gain metalinguistic awareness 
through the channel of their own language. 
Florio-Ruane, a researcher from Michigan State, 
.vas part of a team that conducted a year-long study in 
a second- and third-grade classroom. She found: 
Writing to participate in community and 
writing to know oneself and others stood out 
as functions potentially bridging part of the 
gap between school and non-school lives 
(1985 , page 52) . 
Dyson (1984) also advocates instruction which is 
responsive to the needs of young children who are just 
starting school. She states that we may ease the 
transition to school through activities that are close 
to the child's world. Dyson suggests that it is most 
important for the child to have opportunities so that 
he can control the writing process himself. 
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I believe that the key words in Florio-Ruane1s and 
Dyson's statements are the words "potentially" and "may 
ease the transition." The research in this study 
supports their suggestions; but, as I found in my 1985 
pilot study, as teachers we need to be cautious that we 
do not go to the extreme in being responsive to the 
child and fail to give guidance. 
During the pilot study, I may have limited the 
expectations for the participants' writing by failing 
to suggest and demonstrate a variety of contexts for 
their writing. Although I was providing the children 
in the pilot study with choice in determining what they 
wanted to write about and allowed them to go about the 
task in whatever way they chose, I still may not have 
been utilizing their full range of language abilities. 
In evaluating the pilot study, I realized that in the 
two screening tasks which I had administered prior to 
the beginning of the study, the children organized 
their responses in two different but consistent 
fashions. When asked to write anything, they generally 
listed words down the page in a column. When asked to 
write a story, they moved across the page from left-to- 
right carrying ideas from one line to the next. I 
believe that the way in which I framed my request for 
them to write affected the outcome of each sample. My 
intervention and expectations in setting up the tasks 
seemed to produce varying results, which concur with 
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Harste, Woodward, and Burke's (1984) statement that the 
context in which literacy learning occurs strongly 
affects the nature and direction of the literacy 
learning. As teacher-researcher in the dissertation 
study, I provided the participants with three contexts 
for their writing. This decision affected the results 
of the study. 
The studies cited in Chapter 2 of this 
dissertation demonstrate that children understand the 
workings and purposes of written language before they 
begin school. This knowledge encompasses the semantic, 
syntactic, graphophonemic, and pragmatic features of 
written language. Chapter 4 of this dissertation 
confirms that the group of innercity children in this 
study understands the workings and purposes of written 
language as described in the literature. Chapter 2 of 
this dissertation also presents studies which show that 
children reveal different knowledge about written 
language when they write within different contexts. 
Chapter 4 of this dissertation further confirms that 
various aspects of knowledge of written language in 
this group of innercity writers were revealed, 
depending upon the context in which the piece of 
writing was produced. 
The analysis of the processes and products of the 
writers in this study shows that there were variations 
among the responses of the writers to the three writing 
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tasks. These variations occurred in the writers' 
processes and in the spelling, genre, organization, and 
length of the products. As described in the response 
to Question la, six writers wrote very few (if any) 
written words in Task I and therefore revealed limited 
knowledge of written English. Some of these children 
did drawings in Task I; others wrote a few 
conventionally spelled words. Other children wrote 
only in conventional spelling initially. Major changes 
took place as these writers worked on the later tasks, 
when children were able to write something that they 
knew by heart or to write a story about themselves. 
They wrote richer responses in other tasks and revealed 
more extensive knowledge of written English when the 
tasks were framed within a different context. The 
writers showed greater evidence of organizational 
patterns, revealed a sense of story, and employed other 
organizational strategies when writing out pieces of 
familiar oral language. These pieces also helped 
establish and refine a precise connection between oral 
and written language. 
Implications for Instruction from Question I 
Several implications for further instruction and 
assessment follow from the finding that children's 
writing processes and written products reveal different 
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levels and aspects of written language, depending on 
the context created by the teacher/researcher. 
1. The finding that children revealed richer 
knowledge of written language in tasks which tapped 
memorized texts or personal experience supports the 
recommendations of Ferreiro and Teberosky (1985) that 
the teaching of written language is best based upon the 
language knowledge that children already possess. As 
Ferreiro and Teberosky state, language instruction is 
not a matter of transmitting knowledge that children 
would not have otherwise but making them aware of 
knowledge that they already possess. In order for the 
teacher to best support a child's language growth 
within the classroom, the teacher herself would benefit 
from understanding the patterns of children's written- 
language acquisition. The knowledge presently 
available suggests that we rethink and reassess 
assumptions about the teaching of written language. 
Teachers of primary grades would benefit from 
instruction in how to elicit, interpret, and build upon 
the knowledge of written language possessed by young 
children. 
2. Again, the finding that children revealed 
richer knowledge of written language in tasks which 
tapped memorized texts or personal experience supports 
Edelsky and Jilbert's (1985) statement that when one 
looks at one child's writing under different 
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circumstances it is possible to see that different 
contexts elicit different displays of what child knows. 
Once teachers gain an understanding of the patterns of 
children's language acquisition and understand how to 
support a child's language growth within the classroom, 
they can model a variety of contexts within which 
children produce their own texts. These models could 
include the types of texts used in this study—song, 
poems, jokes, rhymes, oaths, and stories. Pieces that 
children already know and can recite "by heart" provide 
an immediate channel into text production and link oral 
and written language. By writing these pieces, 
children learn the "metalinguistic" lesson that the 
words they say can be represented in print. Teachers 
should be sure that children understand the meaning of 
the term "by heart" when they encourage young children 
to write memorized pieces. 
3. Providing teachers with opportunities to learn 
about a child's written-language acquisition and 
providing children with multiple contexts within which 
they can produce their writing may still not give them 
full access to the writing process. As Harste, 
Woodward, and Burke states: 
Since access to the process can only be 
gained through involvement in the process, 
strategies which allow language users to set 
aside perceived or real constraints and 
which permit engagement on the lanugage- 
user's terms are central to growth in 
literacy (1984, page 130). 
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Once the children in this study realized that I would 
accept functional spelling and responded positively to 
their attempts to produce texts, they readily engaged 
in the production of written language. This finding 
suggests that children would benefit greatly if 
teachers encouraged them to engage in the production of 
written language on their own terms. in other words, 
the meaning of the pieces of writing and the way in 
which they are constructed come from writers 
themselves. This finding further suggests that 
teachers accept the variety of organizational patterns, 
spelling patterns, genre, and length of the pieces that 
children produce. Once children have produced texts, 
the material can be written out in conventional form 
and teachers can design lessons that focus on 
metalinguistic awareness. Again, teachers can use the 
pieces as a basis for teaching "metalinguistic 
lessons", in which the children learn to recognize 
sentences, phrases, words, letters, and conventions. 
4. The finding that children revealed richer 
knowledge of written language in tasks which tapped 
memorized texts or personal experience can benefit 
diagnosticians, who can adapt the screening task used 
in this study. This screening task allows them to 
extend beyond the scope of questions or writing tasks 
that are framed solely in adult language and allows the 
child to express himself with a variety of contexts. 
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As shown in this study, the screening sessions which 
allowed time for conversation and clarification between 
tester and participant can also result in clarification 
and extension of the knowledge that is revealed. These 
techniques could also be adapted by diagnosticians. 
Implications for Further Research for Question I 
Three implications for further research can also 
be drawn from Question I. 
1. This study framed only three contexts for 
children's writing, all within a school setting in 
interaction with a single adult. A future study could 
draw implications for instruction from the types of 
writing that children produce within contexts other 
that those explored in this study (i.e. in the regular 
classroom, in interaction with peers, in home 
contexts) . This could be a group study or a series of 
case studies of individuals. 
2. In many cases in this study, the interactions 
between the researcher and the participant became an 
integral part of the composing process. A future study 
could focus specifically on the interactions between 
the researcher and participant in a setting similar to 
this one. The purpose of this study would be to 
identify circumstances and exchanges that support the 
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participants' efforts to reveal knowledge of written 
language. Implications for diagnostic techniques could 
be drawn from this study. 
3. As shown in Chapter 4, in many cases the ways 
in which children organize their words on a page may 
have eliminated their need for punctuation temporarily. 
A third study could further explore the connection 
between the organizational patterns identified in this 
study and writers' use of punctuation. 
Summary of Results for Question II 
Do the responses of first-graders who are members 
of writing—process classrooms differ from those who are 
n°t? If so in what ways? Do these responses indicate 
implications for instruction? 
Allowing children to write about themselves or to 
write memorized texts is a step toward bridging the gap 
between the language of home and the language of 
school, but it is only a partial solution. The 
question of how to establish a support system for the 
child's language in the classroom remains. 
Process-writing classrooms are a factor in maximizing 
the written-language potential of the innercity writer. 
As described in Chapter 4 of this dissertation, there 
were several results that indicated that children from 
process-writing classrooms were taking more risks than 
children who were not from process-writing classrooms. 
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The children from process-writing classes generally 
wrote consistently across the three tasks. They did 
not need as much encouragement as the other writers 
did. The process writers also produced connected 
written texts more frequently than the nonprocess 
writers. The writing of many nonprocess writers, 
however, began to look like that of the process writers 
in Task II. When asked to produce texts from memory, 
several nonprocess writers set aside the constraints of 
conventional spelling and produced lengthy texts. Many 
writers continued writing in this fashion in Task III. 
Implications for Further Instruction from Question II 
Two implications for instruction stem from 
Question II. 
1. The results of this study indicate that 
process-writing classrooms provide a setting in which 
teachers can tap the writing abilities of innercity 
learners. In these classrooms teachers can temporarily 
set aside constraints as described in the third 
implication for instruction in Question I. If 
innercity teachers are given instruction in the 
teaching of writing as a process, they can then give 
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their students opportunities to participate in 
process-writing classes and engage in the production of 
rich written language. 
2. As shown in the implications for instruction 
in Question I, it is important to establish different 
contexts for writing in order to tap children’s range 
of knowledge about written language. The findings from 
Question II further suggest that process—writing 
teachers elicit memorized texts from young students as 
a means of introducing them to the kinds of writing 
they can do in process-writing classrooms. Memorized 
texts often contain vocabulary that the child has not 
written, and the complexity of this vocabulary often 
forces the child to take the risk of writing in 
functional spelling. 
Implications for Further Research from Question II 
There is one implication for further research 
which stems from Question II. 
1. This study focuses on a child's writing at a 
single moment. It does not reveal what and how 
children are learning in a process-writing classroom 
over an extended period of time. A longitudinal study 
could follow the progress of innercity writers who 
participate in process-writing classrooms and compare 
their progress with writers in non-process classrooms. 
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Summary of Results for Question III 
What are the variations in responses among the 
groups of children in the study—black, white, and 
Hispanic? Do children whose first language is a 
language other than English show a different pattern of 
variations than native English speakers? Is so, what 
are the variations? 
As shown in the research cited in Chapter 2 of 
this study, much of the research on the literacy of 
minority students does not shed a positive light on 
their chances for success in school. In drawing 
implications for instruction, Franklin (drawing on 
Labov) notes that: 
. . .even if black speakers demonstrate 
conceptual profundity, if they do not do so 
within the register acceptable to the 
school, they are judged as cognitively 
deficient (1984, page 26). 
Cook-Gumperz (1981) states that the teacher has 
definite expectations about minority children's 
language use and their behavior in general, which stem 
from ethnic and class sterotypes (Cook-Gumperz from 
Rist, 1970), from the literate bias of the school's 
notions of language-use, and from previous encounters 
with minority children and test scores. These 
expectations may cause teachers to view the language 
differences of minority children as deficiencies. 
Teachers, therefore, may spend far more time with the 
minority student, focusing on linguistic form, then 
they do with middle-class children. Cook-Gumperz 
acknowledges that there are, of course, great 
individual, social class, and ethnic differences in the 
possession of literacy skills among children entering 
school. These differences may be due partially to 
exposure to literacy and literate-like activities; some 
children have previous experiences that make meeting 
these new demands easier. Royster (1985) states that 
we have spent time classifying black students into 
atypical categories, using minority, nontraditional, 
and other "sidestream" categories as opposed to 
"mainstream" ones. Even the most positive views of 
such categories tend to picture black students as 
capable of normalcy rather than normal. 
Researchers have also begun to question 
traditional assumptions about instruction for 
second-language learners. Sarah Hudleson (1984) 
summarized findings of recent research on 
second-lanugage literacy. Her findings challenge many 
of the assumptions that teachers have about 
second-lanugage writers and writers in general. She 
notes even children who read very little English read 
some of the print in their environment and use that 
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print to increase their use of English. She concur 
with Edelsky in the brief that ESL learners can read 
English before they have complete oral control. She 
further states that writing in a second language 
interacts with reading. She believes that ESL learners 
should write English before they have complete control 
over the oral and written systems of the language, 
although this writing may not look conventional. 
Hudelson also notes that reading comprehension in a 
second language is influenced by the background 
knowledge and cultural framework that the reader brings 
to the text. Hudelson's ideas coincide with those of 
Smith (1971) , who states that reading involves a 
combination of visual and nonvisual information and is 
an interaction between reader and text. 
The results of this study, as described in 
Chapter 4, indicate there there were variations in the 
responses of the black, white, and Hispanic 
participants in the study. Many children who were not 
member of process-writing classrooms performed in the 
same way as the process writers in Task II. Once the 
constraints of conventional spelling were eased in the 
second task, these writers immediately produced lengthy 
texts. The oral language strengths of the black and 
Hispanic participants in the study aided them m 
producing written texts. Sixty-four percent of the 
black writers and 44 percent of the Hispanic writers 
wrote pieces that are commonly heard in American 
culture. Only 19 percent of the white writers produced 
these texts. No black writers were categorized as 
having produced limited responses across the three 
tasks. A number of black and Hispanic writers produced 
limited responses in the first task because they were 
attempting to spell conventionally, but the black 
writers in particular seemed to benefit from producing 
the memorized texts in the second task. The Hispanic 
writers were also initially hesitant to write. They 
also focused on conventional spelling in Task I but 
were generally willing to take risks in Task II and 
Task III. The permission to produce the pieces without 
the constraints of conventions allowed them to engage 
in the production of texts which were not written 
conventionally but were accepted as written 
language. 
Implications for Further Instruction from Question III 
Three implications for instruction can be drawn 
from Question III of this study. 
1. The results of this study suggest that, in 
order for the teacher to support the literacy of the 
minority children within the classroom, it would be 
beneficial if teachers understood patterns of 
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children's written-language acquisition and the 
characteristics of their first language or dialect 
which may be carried over into written English. 
Teachers could receive instruction in the language 
features of the minority children in their classrooms. 
For example, Toure (unpublished) has identified 
phonological, syntactical, and lexical features of 
Black English. Toure sees Black English as a 
rule-governed system, which is the first language of 
many black students. She encourages teachers to allow 
students to express themselves initially through Black 
English. She then believes that speakers of Black 
English can be trained to "codeswitch" into edited 
American English. If a teacher can recognize these 
features, she can look upon them as a means through 
which a child can produce an initial draft. The 
teacher can assist the child in editing later. Walsh 
(unpublished) notes that there is an influence of Black 
English in many Puerto Rican students' English. 
Second-language students can also be encouraged to 
produce first drafts, using all of their language 
strengths. Moll and Diaz (1987) also suggest that 
teachers teach writing as communication. They stress 
the values of having second-language students write 
about issues that are of importance to them or to their 
community. If these writers incorporate features from 
their first language into their written texts, the 
teacher can later assist them in writing subsequent 
drafts in edited American English. if second-language 
learners have difficulties retrieving a word in 
English, they can be encouraged to enhanced their 
writings with drawings. With assistance, they can 
label the pictures and then move back into the 
production of connected, written text. 
2. The results of this study show that memorized 
texts were an effective means by which the minority 
writers in this study engaged in the production of 
written language. Once written, these texts provide 
accessible reading material which stems directly from 
the experience of the minority students. 
3. As described in Chapter 4 of this study, 
linguistic mismatches occur, even when a 
well-intentioned teacher, diagnostician, or researcher 
sets out to tap children's language abilities. It is 
important that we assess the audiences that we provide 
for our students in our classes. This study suggests 
that we move beyond the teacher as the only audience 
for children in classrooms. If the teacher and the 
pupils come from different cultures, communication gaps 
may occur, but responses from the other students can 
serve to bridge the gap between the language of the 
community and the language of school. The point to be 
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made here is that children, especially children who 
came from communities having a highly contextualized 
language base, will benefit from a variety of 
respondents to their language in the classroom. 
Teachers can provide opportunities for a variety of 
response patterns in the classroom, including whole- 
group response, individual response, and small-group 
response. Teachers can also provide opportunities for 
a variety of sharing patterns in the classroom, 
including whole-group shares, individual shares, and 
small-group shares. 
Implications for Further Research from Question III 
There are two implications for further research 
that can be drawn from Question III. 
1. This study did not attempt to compile a 
comprehensive list of the memorized texts which the 
participants may have known. Another study could 
survey the memorized texts of young children from a 
specific community and draw implications for 
incorporating these texts into the curriculum of 
the schools in that community. 
2. This study tested the responses of the 
minority students to a single adult in one setting. 
Another study could explore the patterns of response of 
minority student in various settings. The purpose of 
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this study would be to identify the school situations 
in which these students respond best. 
3. This study successfully tapped the knowledge 
which minority student had about written language by 
employing writing tasks which were framed within three 
contexts. A third study could explore ways in which 
diagnostic tests could incorporate multiple language 
contexts that would continue to tap the knowledge of 
minority students. These tests might allow for 
interaction with the tester and provide opportunities 
for rehearsal prior to writing. 
Conclusion 
As the conclusion to this study, I would like to 
add my voice to that of Lucy Calkins (1986), a 
professor of English Education at Columbia University, 
who believes that innercity children have rich lives 
and that, as teachers, our job is to foster the human 
urge to write. I believe that it is important for 
teachers of young children to accept and build upon the 
language strengths of all of our students. In my 
classroom the writing which my students produce does 
not have to be "like it always be," for I will strive 
to understand the child's meaning and way of expressing 
it. All children have a history of literacy upon which 
I can build. It is up to me, as teacher, to unearth 
that history. 
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